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PREFACE 

THE  tendency  of  recent  scholarship  has  been  to  exalt 
the  importance  of  the  once  comparatively  neglected 
Gospel  according  to  St.  Mark.  The  objects  of  the 
present  writer  are,  firstly,  to  show  causes  for  this 
increased  estimate  of  the  second  Gospel ;  secondly,  to 
examine  how  far  the  results  obtained  may  be  recon- 
ciled with  ancient  tradition  respecting  its  origin ;  and, 
thirdly,  to  emphasise  the  significance  which  the  modern 
estimate  of  its  priority  has  for  the  Christology  of  the 
Catholic  Faith.  In  the  course  of  his  study  of  the 
questions  involved  he  has  found  occasion  to  change 
his  views  more  than  once.  The  oral  hypothesis  found 
great  favour  with  him  at  one  time,  and  it  was  with 
reluctance  that  he  found  himself  compelled  partially 
to  abandon  it.  He  subsequently  tried,  but  without 
success,  to  maintain  that  St.  Mark's  Gospel  as  we  now 
possess  it  lay  before  the  writers  of  the  other  Synoptic 
records.  Some  few  results  he  has  arrived  at  which,  so 
far  as  he  knows,  are  different  from  the  conclusions 
reached  by  previous  labourers  in  the  field ;  but  he  is 
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conscious  of  the  many  limitations  imposed  on  him  by 
pressure  of  parochial  and  other  duties,  and  by  his 
distance  from  any  of  the  great  consulting  libraries  of 
the  country.  The  books  which  he  has  found  helpful 
he  has  mentioned  in  the  footnotes,  sometimes  indeed 
in  terms  of  criticism  which  he  has  felt  to  be  pre- 
sumptuous; but  he  is  convinced  that  the  works  of 
great  scholars  are  rightly  used  as  stepping-stones 
whereby  students  of  less  power  may  mount  to  fresh 
discoveries ;  no  honour  is  done  them  when  their 
names  are  used  as  weights  to  crush  the  free  expression 
of  opinions  divergent  from  those  which  they  may  have 
maintained.  He  takes  this  opportunity  thankfully  to 
acknowledge  that  he  has  mentioned  not  a  single  book 
nor  article  in  his  footnotes  from  which  he  has  not 
extracted  valuable  information,  often  the  most  valuable 
from  writers  with  whom  he  is  least  in  agreement.  If 
his  work  should  be  found  to  contribute  any  element  of 
value  to  the  investigation  of  the  great  problems  with 
which  it  deals,  he  will  indeed  be  grateful  to  Him  who 
alone  gives  power  to  work. 


CONTENTS 


CHAP.  PAOE 

I.   THB  RELATIONS  OF  THE  SECOND    GOSPEL  TO  THE    FIB8T 

AND  THIRD — THE  ORAL  HYPOTHESIS  ...  1 

II.  RELATIONS  OF  THE  SECOND  GOSPEL  TO  THE  FIRST  AND 
THIRD.  THE  SECOND  THE  EARLIEST,  AND  IN  SOME 
FORM  USED  BY  THE  OTHER  TWO  ...  16 

III.  THE  WRITERS  OF  THE  FIRST  AND  THIRD   GOSPELS  USED 

IMPERFECT  COPIES   OF  THE  SECOND        ...  41 

IV.  THE  FREE  USE  OF  THE  SECOND  GOSPEL  BY  THE  WRITERS 

OF  THE  FIRST  AND   THIRD  ....  50 

V.  TRACES  OF  A  '  FOUNDATION  DOCUMENT '  BEHIND  OUR 
SECOND  GOSPEL,  AND  PROBABLE  CHARACTER  OF  THE 
USE  MADE  OF  IT  BY  THE  OTHER  SYNOPTISTS  .  57 

VI.    PROBABLE    AUTHORSHIP    AND    DATE    OF    THE    'FOUNDA- 
TION DOCUMENT'          .....  88 

VII.    THE    UNIQUE    IMPORTANCE   OF  THE   MARCAN   TRADITION 

AND   ITS  MAIN   CHARACTERISTICS  .  .  .  113 

VIII.    CHRISTOLOGY  OF  THE  MARCAN  TRADITION  .  .  122 

APPENDIX   I.  .  .  .  .  .135 

f 

APPENDIX   II.  .  .  .  139 


vii 


THE   RELATIONS   OF   THE   SECOND   GOSPEL  TO   THE   FIRST 
AND   THIRD  —  THE   ORAL   HYPOTHESIS 

THE  Gospel  (evayye^iov)  is  the  name  by  which  the  Meaning  of 


revelation  of  God's  love  and  mercy  towards  mankind,  lhe  word 

J  f  '  Gospel. 

made  through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  became  known 
to  the  Christian  community.  The  word  bears  this 
sense  seventy-four  times  out  of  the  seventy-six  in 
which  it  occurs  in  the  New  Testament.  In  accord- 
ance with  this  usage  the  earliest  Christian  preachers 
were  termed  Evangelists  (evajyeXtarai).1  In  Mark  i.  1, 
however,  the  word  Gospel  bears  a  slightly  different 
meaning.2  The  '  good  tidings  '  are  those  of  the  perfect 
life,  cruel  death,  and  glorious  resurrection  of  the  Son 
of  God,  rather  than  the  application  of  these  facts  to 
the  needs  of  man.  This  modification  of  meaning  lends 
support  to  the  theory  that  this  verse  did  not  come 
from  the  pen  of  the  original  writer  of  the  record,  but 

1  Dean  Armitage  Robinson,  Com.  on  Eph.  iv.  11,  seems  to  restrict 
the  Scriptural  use  of  this  word  to  '  those  who  are  specially  engaged 
in  the  extension  of  the  Gospel  to  new  regions.'    However,  the  first 
instance  he  gives  (Acts  xxi.  8)  refers  to  a  minister  with  a  settled  home 
in  Palestine. 

2  In  Phil.  iv.  15  the  word  signifies  the  period  during  which  the 
revelation  was  current  in  the  Church. 
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was  prefixed  by  a  scribe  at  a  very  early  date.1  From 
this  use  of  the  word  the  transition  is  easy  to  that  of  a 
written  record  of  these  facts,  and  the  term  Evangelist 
becomes  correspondingly  narrowed  down  to  denote  the 
writers  of  such  records.  In  the  first  two  centuries 
there  were  many  evangelists  ;  to  us  there  are  but  four, 
inasmuch  as  practically  all  the  knowledge  we  have 
of  these  great  events  comes  to  us  from  four  written 
sources.  Every  preacher  of  the  Gospel  to-day  must 
rely  for  his  facts  on  these.  Probably  the  disuse  of  the 
word  Evangelist  to  denote  a  special  class  of  ministers 
arose  from  the  growing  consciousness  of  the  Church 
as  time  went  on  that  no  fresh  publication  of  the 
historical  events  which  lie  at  the  root  of  her  faith 
could  be  expected.  The  four  accounts  of  our  Saviour's 
earthly  ministry  had  come  to  be  the  only  sources  from 
which  the  facts  could  be  drawn,  and  the  only  standards 
by  which  any  presentation  of  them  could  be  tried.  In 
combination  they  contain  the  one  Gospel ;  in  distinc- 
tion from  each  other  they  became  known  as  the  Gospel 
according  to  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  St.  Luke,  or  St. 
John.  In  the  following  pages  these  names,  without 
the  title  '  Saint '  which  identifies  the  writers  with 
persons  mentioned  in  the  New  Testament,  will  be  used 
to  denote  the  compilers  of  these  records,  the  title  only 
being  prefixed  if  and  when  the  identity  of  the  writer 
has  been  ascertained. 

1  Swete,   Com.  St.  Mark,  ad  loc.,   suggests  early   in   the   second 
century. 
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New  Testament  scholars  have  for  many  years  exer-  Limitation 

of  the 
inquiry. 


cised    their    critical    discernment,    or    ingenuity,    in  ° 


attempting  to  explain  the  connection  subsisting  be- 
tween these  four  Canonical  Gospels.  That  a  relation- 
ship of  some  sort  exists  is  patent  to  the  most  casual 
reader;  the  more  careful  his  study,  the  more  is  he 
impressed  with  its  extraordinary  complexity.  Not 
one,  but  several  problems  soon  leap  to  light.  The  best 
hope  of  finding  a  solution  to  the  whole  question  lies  in 
the  possibility  of  attacking  these  problems  in  detail. 
Fortunately  they  can  to  a  considerable  extent  be 
isolated.  The  fourth  Gospel,  for  example,  is  univer- 
sally held  to  have  been  composed  at  a  later  date  than 
the  others.  How  far  it  is  dependent  on  them,  or  pre- 
supposes the  knowledge  of  them,  is  a  problem  of  much 
importance,  but  quite  capable  of  being  held  over  until 
other  difficulties  have  been  provisionally  disposed  of. 
Similarly,  the  large  amount  of  matter  common  only  to 
the  first  and  third  Gospels  is  capable  to  a  great  extent 
of  separate  treatment.  The  character  of  the  relation- 
ship subsisting  between  the  first  three,  commonly 
called  the  Synoptic  Gospels,  is  the  question  which 
naturally  holds  the  first  place  in  any  discussion  of  the 
subject. 

If  the  second  of  the  Canonical  Gospels  be  divided  The  second 
into  ninety-three  sections  according  to  subject-matter,1  ^^ 
only  three  of  these  will  be  seen  to  be  entirely  peculiar  entirely 

included  in 

1  See  Appendix  II.     Section  20  of  St.  Mark  is  here  treated  as  two  tne  nrst 
sections.  an(i  third. 


4    ST.  MARK  AND  THE  TRIPLE  TRADITION 

to  it,1  four  more  are  wanting  to  the  first  Gospel,2  and 
fifteen  to  the  third,3  leaving  seventy-one  sections  more 
or  less  fully  represented  in  all  three.4  Occasionally 
the  first  and  third  Gospels  contain  phenomena  which 
suggest  the  use  of  sources  unknown  to,  or  unused  by, 
the  author  of  the  second.  Apart  from  these,  and 
sundry  agreements  of  language,  there  is  scarcely  any- 
thing of  importance  common  to  them,  which  does  not 
appear  in  the  accounts  of  the  same  incidents  found  in 
the  second  Gospel. 

ypotheses      Two  simple  ways  of  accounting  for  this  similarity 

|ratc^.°gunt  have  been  suggested.  Either  all  three  Gospels,  although 
independent  of  each  other,  are  drawn  from  a  very  com- 
pletely developed  oral  tradition,  or  else  later  Gospels 

he '  oral '  are  largely  copied  from  earlier  ones.  The  first  of 
"  these,  commonly  known  as  the  '  oral  hypothesis,'  was 
originated  apparently  by  Gieseler,  has  been  supported 
by  the  great  authority  of  Bishop  Westcott,  and  has 
lately  been  very  fully  elaborated  by  Dr.  A.  Wright  in  • 
his  Synopsis  of  the  Gospels,  and  other  works.  The 

ts  apriori  a  priori  probability  of  it  is  considerable.     Even  such  a 

lty'  revolutionary  critic  as  Dr.  Schmiedel 5  says  '  it  is  hardly 

possible  not   to   believe   that   the   Christology  of  the 

1  Peculiarly  Marcan  sections  iv.  26-29  ;  vii.  31-37  ;  viii.  22-26. 

2  Wanting  in  Matthew  ;  Marki.  21-28,  35-39  ;  ix.  38-40;  xii.  41-44. 

3  Wanting  in  Luke ;  Mark  vi.  17-29,  45  ;  viii.  26  (eight  sections) ; 
x.  1-12,  35-41;  xi.  12-14,  19-25;  xiv.  3-9;  xv.  16-20,  34-36. 

4  For  remarks  on  the  conclusion  of  the  second  Gospel,  see  below, 
pp.  83-87. 

5  Encyd.  Bibl.,  Art.  'Acts  of  the  Apostles,'  vol.  i.  §  14. 
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speeches  of  Peter  (in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles)  must 
have  come  from  a  primitive  source.'  In  other  words, 
we  may  accept  the  statement  that  the  Apostles  at 
Jerusalem  invited  their  hearers  to  'repent  and  be 
baptized  in  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ  unto  remission 
of  sins,'  and  that  they  described  this  Jesus  as  '  a  man 
approved  of  God  unto  you  by  mighty  works  and 
wonders  which  God  did  by  Him  in  the  midst  of  you.' 
If  so,  the  first  converts  must  have  been  intensely 
anxious  to  hear  and  to  commit  to  memory  all  that 
the  Apostles  could  tell  them  about  these  '  mighty 
works  and  wonders.'  An  accurate  knowledge  of  these 
things  derived  at  first-hand  would  be  considered  a 
matter  of  supreme  importance.  To  the  modern  The  first 
Western  mind  the  way  to  obtain  it  would  be  obvious, 


A  trustworthy   biography   must   be   published.     It  is  follow 
scarcely  conceivable  that  this  would  suggest  itself  to 


the  Apostles.    They  would  inevitably  follow  the  methods  prevalent 

.  .     T  at  the  time. 

of  their  age  and  country.  The  example  of  their  Lord 
and  Master  would  weigh  strongly  with  them,  and 
His  method  of  teaching  seems  to  have  been  entirely 
oral.  The  same  was  the  case  with  the  Rabbis.  They 
depended  upon  the  teaching  now  embodied  in  the 
Mishna  as  a  guide,  moral,  ceremonial,  and  religious,  to 
a  righteous  life.  Subordinate  to  this  in  practical  im- 
portance stood  the  precepts  of  the  Old  Testament 
Scriptures.  The  Mishna  was  not  edited  in  written 
form  till  the  reign  of  Hadrian,  A.D.  132-135,  and  then 
only  partially.  In  the  time  of  the  Apostles  Jewish 
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scribes  had  to  learn  by  heart  the  precepts  of  the  Oral 
Law,  said  to  have  been  delivered  from  mouth  to  mouth 
from  the  days  of  Moses,  and  the  comments  of  the  great 
Rabbis  besides.1  We  may  therefore  take  it  as  certain 
that  the  approved  method  of  teaching  throughout 
Judaea  in  the  first  century  was  oral. 

NO  call  at  There  was  nothing  either  in  the  character  of  what 
o^writteif  tne  Apostles  had  to  teach,  or  in  the  circumstances  of 
documents,  their  hearers,  to  induce  them  to  forsake  this  method. 
The  notion  of  adding  to  the  number  of  the  sacred  books, 
if  it  ever  occurred  to  them,  would  be  repelled  as  savour- 
ing of  blasphemy.  The  need  of  relying  on  published 
records  of  the  facts  on  which  the  faith  depended 
would  only  present  itself  to  the  minds  of  Christians  in 
Jerusalem  as  the  likelihood  that  the  Saviour's  second 
coming  would  be  delayed  beyond  the  term  of  their 
earthly  life  began  to  dawn  upon  them.  So  long  as  the 
living  voice  could  proclaim  '  that  which  we  have  heard, 
that  which  we  have  seen  with  our  eyes,  that  which  we 
beheld  and  our  hands  handled  concerning  the  Word  of 
Life,'2  a  written  record  would  attract  comparatively 
little  notice.  The  words  of  Papias,  '  I  did  not  think 
that  I  could  get  so  much  profit  from  the  contents  of 
books  as  from  the  utterance  of  a  living  and  abiding 
voice,' 3  may  be  taken  as  expressing  the  prevailing 
sentiment  of,  at  any  rate,  the  first  two  generations  of 

1  Edersheim,  Life  and  Times,  vol.  i.,  c.  viii.  pp.  97-103. 

2  1  John  i.  1. 

3  Euseb.,  H.E.  iii.  39,  Lightfoot's  transl.  ;  Apont.  Fathers,  p.  528. 
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Christians.  The  notion  of  a  superior  dignity  and 
authority  attaching  itself  to  formulae,  perpetuated  by 
oral  tradition,  seems  to  have  passed  from  Rabbinisrn 
into  the  Church,  to  have  spread  far  and  wide,  and  to 
have  lasted  long,  its  latest  relic  being  the  oral  trans- 
mission of  the  Creed  —  a  custom  which  survived  to  the 
sixth  century.1 

It  is  therefore  probable  that  the  earliest  converts  to  instruction 
Christianity,  living  at  the  centre  of  Rabbinism,  would 


be  anxious  to  hear  details  of  the  life  of  Him  whom, 
under  one  aspect,  they  regarded  as  the  greatest  of 
Rabbis,  and  that  the  Apostles  would  be  both  willing 
and  more  or  less  competent  to  instruct  them  by  word 
of  mouth.  Thus  the  contents  of  the  Gospels  might 
become  very  generally  known  to  Christians  in  Jerusalem 
before  they  had  been  written  out  in  any  continuous 
form. 

Dr.  Wright,  in  his  little  book  On  the  Composition  of  There  are 
the   Four    Gospels,   chap,   ii.,   finds    traces   of   regular 


instruction  of  this  character  going  on  under  the  name  struction  in 
of  teaching  (8i§aaKa\La\  as  distinct  from  evangelising  Te6stamlnt. 
or  preaching  the  good  news,  and  from  prophesying, 
which    seems    to    denote    a    peculiarly    exalted    and 
spiritual  type  of  preaching.     That  something  of  the 
kind  was  known  in  Gentile  Churches  may  be  gathered 
from  the  preface  to  the  third  Gospel,  where  Theophilus, 

1  Aug.,  Serm.  ccxii.  :  '  Nee  ut  eadem  verba  Symbol!  teneatis  ullo 
mode-  debetis  scribere  ;  sed  audiendo  perdiscere  ;  nee  cum  dediceritis 
scribere,  sed  memoria  semper  tenere  atque  recolere,'  etc. 
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the  Gentile  to  whom  the  work  is  dedicated,  is  informed 
that  the  Gospel  was  written  in  order  that  he  might 
know  the  certainty  of  those  things  about  which  he 
had  been  orally  instructed  (nepl  wv  Kar??%  /?#>?<?,  Luke 
i.  4). 

The  case  for  Dr.  Wright  has  a  good  deal  to  tell  us  about  the 
order  'of*  order  of  catechists.  In  this  connection  he  seems  to 
catechists  have  fairly  laid  himself  open  to  the  criticisms  of  Dr. 
out.  Sanday  :  l  '  Least  of  all  can  I  suppose  that  there  was 

any  deliberate  training  —  almost  a  college  with  St. 
Peter  or  St.  Matthew  at  its  head  —  for  sending  out 
relays  of  qualified  instructors.'  The  case  for  a  distinct 
'  order  '  of  catechists  does  not  seem  to  be  very  con- 
clusively made  out.  It  is  noteworthy  that  in  Eph. 
iv.  11  St.  Paul  distinguishes  the  different  orders  by 
the  use  of  the  article  '  roi/9  fj.ev  aTrocrroXoi^,  row?  Se 
7r/30(/>?;Ta<?,  roL/9  &e  evayye\iaTa<;'  but  the  '  teachers  '  are 
combined  with  the  '  pastors/  '  rovs  Se  Trot/teW?  KCU 
SiSaa-Kokovs,'  as  if  the  duty  of  catechising,  demanding 
as  it  did  a  somewhat  lengthy  residence  among  the 
persons  under  instruction,  already  devolved  upon  the 
resident  ministry  —  a  condition  of  things  confessedly 
reached  when  the  Pastoral  Epistles  were  written.2  In 
1  Cor.  xii.  28  there  is  no  mention  of  Troi/Aeve?.  They 
are  absorbed  into  the  more  general  term  StSdcr/caXoi, 

1  Expositor,  4th  series,  vol.  iii.  p.  85  ;  Dr.  Wright,  Synopsis,  Introd.  , 
xv,  answering  a  similar  objection  on  the  part  of  Bishop  Gore,  main- 
tains that  it  proves  too  much,  that  the  same  might  be  said  of  many 
Christian  institutions.     One  would  have  liked  instances,  however. 

2  Compos,  of  the  Gosjjels,  p.  12. 
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and  after  the  '  teachers '  the  Apostle  glides  from  the 
enumeration  of  offices  into  that  of  gifts,  as  if  the  word 
formed  a  natural  transition,  eTreira  Swa^eis,  K.T.\.  In 
Romans  xii.  6  we  have  an  enumeration  of  ^apio-para, 
not  of  offices,  and  in  1  Thess.  v.  12  St.  Paul  is  clearly 
describing  the  various  labours  of  one  class  of  persons, 
i.e.  the  presbyters,  although  different  individuals  may 
have  excelled  in  different  ways.  Yet  even  if  no  proof 
can  be  found  of  the  existence  of  a  separate  order  of 
catechists,  there  must  have  been,  in  the  very  nature 
of  things,  oral  instruction  in  the  facts  of  our  Saviour's 
life. 

Nevertheless  at  a  period  when,  as  the  Egyptian  instruction 
papyri  clearly  show,  the  knowledge  of  writing  was  ^s  natural 
common  among  all  classes,  and  the  Christian  faith  was  that  written 
rapidly  spreading  to  lands  where  the  converts  had  not  t 


soon 


often  the  privilege  of  hearing  those  whom  Luke's  pre-  he  mafle- 
face  terms  '  eye-witnesses  of  the  Word,'  it  was  natural 
that  they  should  desire  some  written  record  of  the 
facts  narrated  to  them  in  what  was  perhaps  a  flying 
visit  of  one  of  the  Apostles,  and  that  this  wish  should 
be  gratified  by  the  zeal  and  industry  of  one  of  his 
companions.     To  some  such  circumstance,  if  tradition  Tradition 
is  to  be  trusted,  we  owe  the  composition  of  our  second  Q 
Gospel. 

The  third  Gospel  was  certainly  written  by  a  person  The  third 
of  literary  instincts,  and  the  tendency  of  such  an  one  Gos?e! de' 

*  rived  from 

would   be  to  follow  the  '  littera  scripta '  of  previous  documents, 
workers   in   that  line   rather   than   an   oral   tradition 
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which,  it  may  be  conjectured,  tended  soon  to  become 

confused  and  contradictory. 

The  unlike-  The  same  can  not  be  so  decidedly  said  as  regards 
words  and*  t^ie  ^rst  Gospel,  but  when  the  three  are  compared 
order  of  together  the  doubt  whether  they  can  independently 

°f  eacn  other  have  relied  entirely  on  oral  tradition 


preserved    becomes  very  strong.     Although  it  is  probable,  nay, 

by  memory  ci/^i 

almost  certain,  that  the  substance  of  the  Gospel  story 


must  have  become  familiar  to  most  converts  by  oral 
tradition,  yet  that,  being  able  for  the  most  part  to 
write,  they  would  burden  their  memories  to  any 
great  extent  with  the  words  in  which  it  was  told,  or 
preserve  by  the  help  of  memory  alone  the  order  in 
which  its  incidents  were  first  arranged,  appears  most 
unlikely. 

Extent  of        Without  examination,  it  is  not  easy  to  realise  the 

.  ,    ...     ,  •/ 

words  fn°  extent  of  the  identity  of  words  and  phrases  subsisting 
Synoptics.  m  the  Synoptic  records.  Out  of  661  verses  in  Mark 
198  are  reproduced  almost,  if  not  quite,  verbatim  in 
Matthew,  96  in  Luke;  212  are  largely  reproduced  in 
Matthew,  155  in  Luke;  95  are  reproduced  to  some 
extent  in  Matthew,  93  in  Luke  ;  60  in  Matthew  show 
slight  signs  of  Intel-dependency,  112  in  Luke.  Thus 
signs  of  identity  of  language  with  the  661  verses  of 
Mark  are  found  in  565  verses  of  Matthew,  and  in  456 
verses  of  Luke,  such  verses  appearing  in  every  chapter, 
and  in  all  but  three  of  the  shorter  sections  into  which 
the  second  Gospel  naturally  falls. 
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When  we  pass  from  the  reproduction  of  words  and  identity  of 
phrases  to  that  of  the  order  of  incidents,  the  result  is  ° 
scarcely  less  remarkable.     Dividing  the  second  Gospel 
into   ninety-four   sections  we  find   that   ten  of  these 
occur  in  a  different  order  in  the  first,  and  possibly 
sixteen  in  the  third,  the  uncertainty  of  the  latter  figure 
being  due  to  the  doubt  whether  some  of  these  trans- 
posed sections   may  not   really  be  records  of  events 
distinct  from,  although  similar  to,  those  narrated  by 
Mark.1 

Without  questioning  that  all  this  mass  of  words,  and  Lack  of 


this  long  series  of  narratives,  might  be  committed  to 


and  retained  in  the  memory,  urgent  cause  demanding  ail  this  to 

memory. 

such  labour,  no  sufficiently  strong  motive  has  yet  been 
alleged  for  this  to  have  been  done  here.  The  oral 
tradition  of  Rabbinism  would  certainly  induce  the 
Apostles  to  teach  orally,  but  the  reason  why  the  Oral 
Law  of  the  Rabbis  was  not  committed  to  writing  was 
that  this  was  supposed  to  have  been  divinely  forbidden 
to  Moses,  and  if  to  Moses  a  fortiori  to  his  descendants. 
Only  such  a  consideration  could  have  kept  the  Oral 
Law  unwritten  for  so  many  generations.  Dr.  Wright 
suggests  safety  as  a  motive  ;  to  possess  Christian  books 
would  be  to  court  punishment  in  days  of  persecution.2 

1  Especially  noteworthy  is  the  remark  in  Hastings'  D.  B.,  vol.  ii., 
Gospels,  p.  239,  as  to  the  way  in  which  after  long  digressions  both 
Matthew  and  Luke  frequently  take  up  the  thread  of  Mark's  story  at 
the  very  point  where  they  left  it. 

2  Wright's  Synopsis,  Introd.,  chap,  ii, 
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But  to  write  Christian  books  would  involve  no  such 
risk  in  quiet  days,  and  the  Church  had  many  such. 
It  is  an  anachronism  to  think  of  the  early  persecutors 
making  search  for  the  sacred  writings,  and  if  they 
made  no  special  search  it  would  never  occur  to 
Christians  to  forbear  literary  composition  lest  some 
day  the  results  should  imperil  their  lives.  In  view  of 
the  phenomena  which  the  Gospels  present  we  are  most 
likely  to  be  on  the  right  track  if  we  regard  what  is 
peculiar  to  each  writer  as  derived  more  or  less  from 
oral  tradition,  what  they  have  in  common  as  due  to 
the  use  of  written  records.  Yet  even  in  the  matter 
common  to  the  Synoptics  a  few  traces  of  the  operation 
of  oral  tradition  may  be  discerned. 
Traces  of  1.  In  connection  with  other  portions  of  our  subject, 

tioVof^rai  we  s^a^  nave  to  &VQ  mstances  of  the  dual  tradition 
tradition,  common  to  the  first  and  third  Gospels  being  inter- 
woven in  various  connections  and  contexts  with  the 
triple  tradition  common  to  all  three.  If  the  authority 
for  the  dual  tradition,  as  far  as  it  comprises  sayings  of 
our  Lord,  be  some  volume  of '  Dominical  Oracles  '  (\6jia 
Kvpiaica)  as  is  largely  maintained,  and  if  these  '  oracles ' 
were  set  down  without  note  of  time  or  place,  oral 
tradition,  in  an  age  when  the  first  generation  of 
Christians  had  not  passed  away,  would  be  quick  to 
supply  the  omission.  If  the  sayings  were  repeated  on 
different  occasions,  different  traditions  would  be  all  the 
more  likely  to  arise,  notwithstanding  that  in  some 
cases  Evangelists  may  have  set  floating  sayings  of  our 
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Lord  in  the  contexts  to  which  they  seemed  to  have 
most  affinity. 

2.  We  find  instances  of  what  look  like  various 
traditions  of  the  same  event,  or  two  similar  events,  the 
narratives  of  which  have  to  some  extent  intermingled. 
Matt.  ix.  32-34,  cf.  xii.  22-24,  is  a  good  example. 
Another  is  the  feeding  of  the  five  thousand  and  the  four 
thousand  respectively,  Matt.  xiv.  15-21  and  xv.  32-39; 
Mark  vi.  35-44  and  viii.  1-9.  In  the  third  Gospel  we 
have  a  distinct  tradition  of  our  Lord's  visit  to  Nazareth, 
Luke  iv.  16-30 ;  of  the  anointing  of  His  feet  by  a  sinful 
woman,  vii.  36-50;  of  the  institution  of  the  Holy 
Eucharist,  xxii.  14-23;  of  the  denial  of  St.  Peter, 
xxii.  31-34,  54-62;  and  of  numerous  details  of  the 
Saviour's  Passion,  xxiii.  2,  6-11,  14,  15,  19,  34,  39-43, 
46,  48 ;  and  Resurrection,  xxiv.  4. 

3.  In  Mark  iii.  1-6,  Matt.  xii.  9-14,  Luke  vi.  6-11,  Ave 
have  the  story  of  the  healing  of  the  man  with  the 
withered  hand.     In  Luke  xiv.  1-6  there  is  a  somewhat 
similar  story  of  a  cure  of  dropsy.     The  argument  used 
in  Luke  xiv.  5  appears  in  Matt.  xii.  11.     It  has  been 
attached   to   both   miracles,  probably  one   would  say 
through  the  influence  of  oral  tradition. 

4.  In  Mark  vii.  21,  22,  the  list   of  defilements  pro- 
ceeding out  of  a  man  is  confused  in  order;  in  Matt, 
xv.   19   it  follows   the   order   of  the  Ten   Command- 
ments.    This  certainly  has  the  look  of  an  alteration 
for  mnemonic  purposes,  but   it  may  be   a   deliberate 
revision. 
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5.  The  cries  of  the  multitude  at  our  Lord's  triumphal 
entry  into    Jerusalem   are   reported  variously  by  the 
Synoptists.     It  is  a  point  where  oral  tradition  would 
naturally   come   in.      Mark    xi.    9,   10,   Matt.   xxi.    9, 
Luke  xix.  38. 

6.  Mark  xii.  28,  Matt.  xxii.  35,  Luke  x.  25.     A  touch 
or  two  in  the  introduction  to  the  Parable  of  the  Good 
Samaritan  in  Luke  occurs  also  in   Matthew.     If  the 
writer  of  the  first  Gospel  did  not  know  the  parable,  the 
medium  was  probably  oral  tradition. 

7.  The  second  Gospel  relates  how  Judas  betrayed 
our  Lord  with  a  kiss.     Various   traditions  existed  of 
His   response   to   that    treacherous    salutation    (Matt. 
xxvi.  50,  Luke  xxii.  48).    That  in  the  first  Gospel  sounds 
the  most  authentic — a  reply  cut  short  by  the  action 
of  the   soldiers.     Similarly,   while  Mark  xiv.  47   tells 
how   St.  Peter  cut   off  the   ear   of  the  high  priest's 
servant,  various  traditions  existed  with  regard  to  the 
notice  our  Lord  took  of  the  act  (Matt.  xxvi.  52,  Luke 
xxii.  51). 

Conclusion.      Through  such  instances  as  these,  and  they  abound 
The  agree-   on  a}mosfc  every  page  of  the  Synoptic  records,  we  see 

ment  of  the 

Synoptics    oral  tradition  at   work.     How   far  it   may   also   have 

dueYo^raf  wol'ked  along  lines  where  the  traces  of  its  influence 

tradition,    have  been  obscured  through  the  concurrent  operation 

of  other  forces,  it  is  impossible  to  say.     Enough  has 

been  brought  forward  to  show  that  no  absolutely  simple 

solution  of  the  Synoptic  problem,  or  even  of  that  part 

of  it  with  which  we  are  here  concerned,  can  be  looked 


ORAL  TRADITION  15 

for.  That  the  Synoptic  writers  worked  independently 
of  each  other  from  one  and  the  same  oral  tradition  has 
been  shown  to  be  improbable.  Still  less  probable  is  it 
that  they  made  no  use  of  oral  tradition  concurrently 
with  written  records.1 

1  See  Hastings'  D.  B.,  vol.  ii.,  Gospels,  p.  238. 
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II 

RELATIONS  OF  THE  SECOND  GOSPEL  TO  THE  FIRST  AND 
THIRD.  THE  SECOND  THE  EARLIEST,  AND  IN  SOME 
FORM  USED  BY  THE  OTHER  TWO. 

Did  one  of  IF  the  oral  hypothesis  is  not  sufficient,  will  the  theory 
theSynop-  t^at  one  o£  our  Synoptic  Gospels  served  as  a  source 

tic  Gospels 

serve  as  a  for  the  other  two  yield  any  better  result?  In  its 
Seethe0/  earliest  form  we  find  it  stated  by  St.  Augustine: 
two?  'Matthaeus  suscepisse  intelligitur  .  .  .  Marcus  eum 
subsecutus,  tanquarn.  pedissequus  et  breviator  ejus 
videtur.  Cum  solo  quippe  Joanne  nihil  dixit;  solus 
ipse  perpauca ;  cum  solo  Luca,  pauciora ;  cum  Matthaeo 
vero,  plurima;  et  multa  paene  totidem  atque  ipsis 
verbis,  sive  cum  solo,  sive  cum  ceteris  consonante.' l 
The  Evangelists  wrote  in  the  order  in  which  their  works 
are  arranged  in  the  Canon,  and  each  apparently  had 
seen  the  writings  of  his  predecessors.  In  recent  times 
Hilgenfeld  revived  the  theory  as  regards  at  least  the 
Synoptic  Gospels,  basing  his  opinion  on  grounds  of 
scientific  historical  criticism,  but  the  decision  of 
scholars  has  for  the  most  part  gone  against  him. 

In  comparing  the  Synoptic  Gospels  we  soon  discover 
that  the  greater  part  of  Mark's  Gospel  is  comprised  in 

1  De  Consensu  Evang. ,  i.  4. 
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both  the  others,  and  generally  with  the  same  order  of  St.  Mark 
incidents  and  discourses.     It  is  easy  to  put  out  of  court  abbrevia 
the  suggestion  that  Mark  acted  simply  as  the  abbrevi-  tor  of  one 
ator  of  one,  and  a  source  of  the  other.     For  if  he  Avas  ^s 
the  abbreviator  of  Matthew,  how  (e.g.)  did  he  get  the  of  another. 
details  of  the  cure  of  the  paralytic  which  he  has  in 
common  with  Luke,  and  which  Matthew  omits  ?     If  he 
was  the  abbreviator  of  Luke,  what  are  we  to  make  of 
the  'great  omission'  in  the  third  Gospel,  throughout 
the  main  portion  of  which  Matthew  and  Mark  are  in 
the  closest  agreement  ?     He  must  be  supposed  not  only 
to  abbreviate,  but  frequently  to  supplement  the  Gospel 
he  has  before  him.     Besides  the  Gospel  he  is  abbrevi- 
ating, some  other  source  or  sources  covering  the  same 
ground  lie  before  him.     This  of  course  is  not  impos- 
sible, but  to  assume  it  is  to  depart  from  the  simplicity 
of  the  hypothesis.     Either   throughout   the  series   of 
short  miracle-narratives,  occurring  in  the  eighth  and 
ninth  chapters  of  Matthew,  or  else  in  the  record  of 
incidents  from  Mark  vi.  45  to  viii.  26,  the  writer  of  the 
second  Gospel  fills  up  his  abbreviation  with  details  or 
narratives  which  are  adopted  wholesale  by  the  later 
writer  who  makes  use  of  him.     It  would  certainly  be 
simpler  to  suppose  that  he  had  both  the  first  and  third 
Gospels   before   him,   and   transcribed   a  phrase   or   a 
passage   now   from    one,  now   from  the   other.     It   is 
hardly  necessary  to  observe  that  this  difficulty  would 
still  remain  were  we  to  presume  that  either  Matthew 
or   Luke,  while   making  use  of  Mark,  were  also  ac- 

B 
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quainted  with   whichever  of  them  served   as   Mark's 

exemplar. 

Objections  We  are  therefore  led  to  consider  the  possibility  that 
theory  that  the  second  Gospel  is  an  abbreviation  of  both  the  other 
st.  Mark  Synoptics.  Against  this  lies  the  objection  that  in 
SrevL  matter,  in  arrangement,  and  in  style,  the  second  Gospel 
tor  of  the  projuces  the  impression  of  containing  the  evangelic 

other  two.    r  .  ,  ,  , 

tradition  in  an  earlier  form  than  the  others. 
AS  regards  As  regards  matter,  there  are  what  are  called  '  second- 
Te^ndary  ary  '  traits  in  all  three,  but  these  are  far  more  abundant 
traits.1  jn  the  first  and  third  than  in  the  second.  It  seems 
what  are  necessary  to  define  what  is  meant  here  by  the  expres- 
sion  '  secondary  traits.'  An  attempt  has  been  made  by 
some  Continental  scholars  to  find  out  the  relative 
antiquity  of  different  parts  of  the  Synoptic  Gospels  by 
means  of  an  elaborate  theory  of  the  gradual  develop- 
ment of  doctrine  in  the  Church  of  the  first  ages.  It  is 
not  proposed  here  to  start  from  the  uncertain  basis  of 
a  theory  going  behind  the  earliest  records.1  At  the 
same  time,  it  is  not  unnatural  to  look  for  expressions  in 
those  records  which  appear  to  owe  their  origin  to  the 
fuller  light  cast  back  upon  the  events  of  our  Lord's 
earthly  life  as  a  consequence  of  the  Pentecostal  illumi- 
nation. One  may  reasonably  suppose  that  the  later  the 
record  the  more  abundant  would  be  the  traces  of 

1  '  Die  Untersuchungen  von  Usener,  A.  Meyer,  Resch,  Wellhausen, 
Dulman  kommen  hier  in  Betracht.  Man  fragt  nicht  mehr  nach 
Prioritat  oder  Abhangigkeit,  soudern :  was  ist  alt,  semitisch  in 
sprachlicher  und  religioser  Hiusicht?'  Wernle,  Syn.  Frac/e, 
Yorwort,  v. 
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devout  Christian  meditation  upon  the  meaning  of  that 
life,  and  the  more  common  would  be  the  occurrence  of 
expressions  coloured  in  this  way.  The  Gospels  them- 
selves tell  us  how  little  even  the  chiefest  Apostles 
understood  the  real  bearings  of  their  Master's  teaching, 
or  realised  all  that  He  was  to  them  or  to  the  world. 
Expressions  which  mark  this  consciousness  will  be 
more  frequent  in  the  later  records.  The  same  may  be 
said  also  of  phrases  which  seem  designed  to  accom- 
modate the  message  to  the  circumstances  of  particular 
classes  of  hearers,  or  which  betray  a  certain  amount 
of  confusion  or  hesitation  in  the  presence  of  slightly 
divergent  traditions.  The  application  of  Old  Testament 
prophecy  and  typology  to  the  events  recorded  would 
also  become  a  growing  habit,  and  the  earlier  Gospels 
would  probably  contain  less  of  it  than  the  later.  More- 
over, as  time  went  on,  such  applications  would  be  made 
with  greater  skill,  and  earlier  misquotations  or  mistaken 
allusions  would  be  corrected. 

Thus  by  '  secondary  traits '  is  here  meant  expressions 
which  betray  the  influence  of  the  thoughts  and  concep- 
tions of  post-resurrection  times,  or  are  in  some  way 
inconsistent  with  the  idea  that  they  belong  to  the 
tradition  as  it  was  first  put  out.  No  doubt  the  number 
of  these  will  vary  according  to  our  conception  of  the 
actual  conditions  of  the  Lord's  earthly  life.1  To  some 

1  E.g.  Mark  vi.  3,  '  Is  not  this  the  carpenter  ? '  The  parallels  have 
'the  carpenter's  son'  (Matt.),  'the  son  of  Joseph"  (Luke).  Some 
would  argue  that  Mark's  is  the  original,  as  it  preserves  the  fact  of  the 


Examples 
of  second- 
ary traits 
in  Mark. 
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every  miracle  would  be  a  '  secondary  trait.'  It  is  hoped 
that  the  following  list  will  commend  itself  to  all  except 
perhaps  the  most  thorough-going  believers  in  the 
doctrine  of  Verbal  Inspiration.1 

SECONDARY  TRAITS  IN  MARK. 

i.  2.  The  ascription  to  Isaiah  of  the  prophecy  of 
Malachi  iii.  1,  cannot  belong  to  the  original  tradition, 
nor  yet  the  statement  (ii.  26)  that  David  ate  the  shew- 
bread  in  the  days  of  Abiathar  the  high  priest,  whereas 
1  Sam.  xxi.  1  informs  us  that  Ahimelech  was  high 
priest  at  that  time. 

It  is  very  doubtful  whether  at  the  time  the  tradition 
was  first  formed  TO  evajye\iov  was  used  absolutely  for 
the  message  of  salvation.  We  find  it  so  used  i.  15, 
xiii.  10. 

iii.  9.  Our  Lord  obtains  from  the  disciples  a  boat  to 
wait  on  Him.  This  reads  very  like  an  anticipation  by 
the  writer  of  the  situation  under  which  the  series  of 
Parables  was  delivered. 

iii.  16.  In  narrating  the  appointment  of  the  Twelve, 
Mark  curiously  omits  to  designate  Simon  Peter  as  one 
of  them,  substituting  the  fact  that  our  Lord  bestowed 
on  him  the  name  of  Peter. 

Virgin  Birth  ;  others  that  the  men  of  Nazareth  would  be  ignorant  of 
this  fact,  and  therefore  Mark's  expression  is  a  later  correction  of 
what  they  really  said. 

1  Schmiedel,  Encycl.  Bib.,  Gospels,  §  119,  gives  the  following,  to  my 
mind  doubtful,  instances  of  Mark's  secondary  traits,  iv.  21,  22;  ix. 
12 ;  x.  42 ;  xi.  25  ;  xii.  24  ;  xiv.  30,  62. 
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iii.  28.  All  sins  and  blasphemies  are  to  be  forgiven 
to  the  sons  of  men  except  blasphemies  against  the  Holy 
Ghost.  In  the  Synoptic  parallels,  Matt.  xii.  32,  Luke  xii. 
10,  speaking  against  the  Son  of  Man  is  enumerated 
among  sins  to  be  forgiven.  A  later  tradition  would  be 
more  likely  to  omit  than  to  insert  this. 

iii.  30  reads  like  an  editorial  explanation,  rather 
than  part  of  the  original  tradition. 

v.  19.  It  is  scarcely  conceivable  that  our  Lord  in 
speaking  to  the  restored  demoniac  called  Himself '  The 
Lord'  (6  Kypto?).  Mark  does  not  represent  the 
disciples  as  giving  Him  this  title.  It  belongs  to  a  later 
consciousness  of  the  dignity  of  His  Person,  and  when 
occurring  in  the  other  Synoptics  is  a  secondary  trait. 
If  6  Kvpio?  is  here  used  as  a  title  of  the  Divine  Father, 
the  expression  is  unique  in  our  Lord's  mouth. 

vi.  52.  'They  understood  not  about  the  loaves.' 
This  comment  on  the  miracle  of  the  stilling  of  the 
tempest  is  scarcely  obvious  enough  to  belong  to  the 
tradition  in  its  earliest  and  simplest  form. 

vii.  3,  4.  The  explanation  about  Jewish  purificatory 
rites  is  surely  editorial.  The  same  remark  applies  to 
vii.  19,  K.a0api£a)V  iravra  ra  ftpco/jLara. 

vii.  27.  'Let  the  children  first  be  fed.'  This  looks 
like  an  insertion,  probably  in  the  first  instance  a 
comment,  in  deference  to  Gentile  susceptibilities. 

ix.  35  reads  very  like  a  conflation.  Our  Lord  had 
been  speaking  to  the  disciples  before.  Now  we  have  a 
new  beginning, '  He  sat  down  and  called  the  disciples,' 
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and  gave  utterance  to  a  general  principle.  Then  He 
drew  the  lesson  of  humility  from  the  example  of  a  little 
child.  In  the  parallels  Matt,  xviii.  1,  2,  Luke  ix.  46,  47, 
we  have  nothing  corresponding  to  Mark  ix.  35. 

x.  12.  The  case  of  the  woman  divorcing  her  husband 
looks  as  if  it  were  first  drawn  as  an  inference  in  teaching 
Gentile  audiences,  and  thence  made  its  way  into  the 
text  of  our  Lord's  discourse. 

x.  19.  The  parallel  passage  of  Luke  (xviii.  20)  gives 
an  order  of  commandments  much  more  divergent  from 
that  of  the  decalogue  than  that  of  Mark  and  Matthew. 
It  is  easier  to  imagine  that  later  tradition  arranged 
rather  than  disarranged  these  precepts. 

xiii.  24-27.  The  introduction  to  this  passage, '  But 
in  those  days,  after  that  tribulation,'  suggests  conflation. 
If  this  be  admitted,  it  greatly  simplifies  the  exegesis  of 
the  eschatological  discourse  in  Mark,  which,  as  it  now 
stands  there,  and  still  more  as  it  is  reproduced  by  the 
other  Synoptics,  becomes  by  this  explanation  a  witness 
to  the  confident  expectation  of  an  imminent  Parousia 
in  the  early  Church,  rather  than  a  designed  'fore- 
shortening of  the  perspective  '  by  our  Lord. 

xiv.  4.  Mark  relates  how  'some  had  indignation 
among  themselves'  at  the  waste  of  the  ointment. 
Matt.  xxvi.  8  defines  these  as  the  disciples.  The  last 
to  be  written,  John  xii.  4,  names  Judas  Iscariot.  There 
is  a  progressive  distinctness  in  the  charge  as  time  goes 
on.  The  truth  gradually  comes  out. 

xiv.  62.    Mark's  rendering  of  our  Lord's  answer  to  the 
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high  priest  looks  like  an  interpretative  simplification 
of  Matt.  xxvi.  64,  2u  eivra?. 

Over  against  these  seventeen  secondary  traits  occur- 
ring in  Mark  we  may  set  the  following  equally 
clear  instances  from  parallel  passages  in  the  other 
Synoptics : — 

Matt.  iii.  3,  Isaiah's  prophecy  thrown  into  the  text  of  Examples 
the  Baptist's  discourse,  iii.  17,  'This  is  my  beloved  °£ f^aitsi 
Son,'  confused  with  the  voice  at  the  Transfiguration.  Matthew. 
iv.  2,  the  Temptation  after,  not  during,  the  forty  days 
fast.  viii.  16,  our  Lord  healed  not  many,  as  in  Mark, 
but  all  the  sick.  viii.  2,  25;  xvii.  15;  xx  31,  33,  our 
Lord  addressed  as  Kvpie.  xii.  10,  His  opponents  asked, 
not  as  Mark  watched,  whether  our  Lord  would  heal  on 
the  Sabbath  day.  xiii.  36,  after  reproducing  Mark's 
termination  of  the  series  of  parables,  Matthew  adds  a 
fresh  series  with  a  fresh  termination  (Matt.  xiii.  44-52). 
viii.  28,  the  identification  of  Gerasa  with  Khersa1 
overlooking  the  Lake,  reduces  Matthew's  'country 
of  the  Gadarenes '  to  a  secondary  trait,  viii.  28,  two 
possessed  of  devils,  instead  of  one  with  a  '  legion '  of  evil 
spirits,  viii.  30,  the  herd  represented  as  'far  off'  in 
deference  to  Jewish  scruples,  ix.  18,  the  daughter  of 
Jairus  represented  as  dead  from  the  first,  instead  of 
dying  as  our  Lord  was  on  the  way  to  heal  her.  ix.  22, 
the  woman  with  the  issue  not  healed  till  our  Lord 
spoke  to  her.  ix.  25,  the  crowd  cast  out  of  the  inner 

1  Adam  Smith,  Historical  Geography  of  the  Holy  Land,  p.  458 ; 
Sanday,  Sacred  Sites  of  the  Gospels,  pp.  25-29. 
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room  where  the  dead  lay.  x.  9-10,  the  disciples  for- 
bidden to  take  with  them  either  shoes  or  staff.  In 
Mark  these  are  permitted,  while  other  things  are 
forbidden,  xiv.  5,  Herod  is  said  to  fear  the  people ;  in 
Mark  it  is  John  whom  he  fears,  xiv.  21,  five  thousand 
men  besides  women  and  children.  Matthew  draws  the 
inference  from  the  use  of  the  Greek  avSpes= males, 
that  women  and  children  were  present  too.  So  also 
in  xv.  38.  xv.  4,  '  God  said ' ;  in  Mark,  '  Moses  said,' 
cf.  xxii.  31.  xv.  19,  in  Mark  the  list  of  evils  proceeding 
from  the  heart  is  given  without  order;  in  Matthew 
the  order  of  the  decalogue  is  followed,  xv.  28,  the 
longer  and  more  formal  address  to  the  Canaanitish 
woman  found  in  Matthew  sounds  later  than  that  in 
Mark.  xvi.  4,  as  compared  with  Mark's  expression  the 
words,  '  An  evil  generation  seeketh  after  a  sign,'  sound 
secondary,  xvi.  11-12,  in  Mark  the  command  to  beware 
of  the  leaven  of  the  Pharisees  is  left  unexplained ;  in 
Matthew  it  is  said  to  be  their  teaching,  xvi.  16,  Mark, 
'  Thou  art  the  Christ ' ;  Matthew  adds, '  the  Son  of  the 
living  God.'  xvi.  27,  to  the  prediction  of  the  '  Parousia ' 
Matthew  adds,  '  and  then  shall  He  reward  every  man 
according  to  his  work.'  xvii.  13,  the  predicted  Elias 
is  stated  to  be  John  the  Baptist,  xvii.  20,  a  manifest 
conflation,  xviii.  1,  the  disciples  ask  our  Lord  which 
is  the  greatest ;  in  Mark  He  asks  them  what  they  have 
been  disputing  about,  xviii.  8, '  If  thy  hand  or  thy  foot 
offend  thee,'  etc. ;  in  Mark  each  member  has  a  verse  to 
itself,  xix.  3-12,  the  question  of  trie  Pharisees  whether 
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divorce  was  lawful,  Kara  Trdaav  aindv,  and  the  per- 
mission to  divorce,  eVt  -rropveia,  both  read  like  secondary 
traits,  xix.  16-18,  the  question  of  the  rich  young  man 
and  our  Lord's  reply,  as  in  Matthew,  are  secondary. 
This  is  shown  by  the  change  to  the  rnasc.,  et9  Icrriv 
6  aya#o?,  from  the  neut.  rl  /u,e  e'pwra?  rrepl  rov  dyddov. 
xix.  29,  Tro\\aTT\ao-iova  substituted  for  Mark's  more 
emphatic  eKarovrarr\ao-iova.  xx.  23,  Mark,  dXA,'  ol? 
rjroifjiaarai]  Matthew  adds  vrro  rov  irarpos  (JLOV.  xx.  30, 
two  blind  men  healed  at  Jericho,  xxi.  2,  7,  our  Lord 
sends  for  and  rides  both  ass  and  colt.  xxi.  3,  the 
promise  that  our  Lord  will  return  the  borrowed  colt 
is  in  Matthew  transformed  into  a  prophecy  that  the 
owner  would  send  ass  and  colt  to  Him.  xxii.  18, 
Mark  says  Jesus  knew  the  hypocrisy  of  his  tempters. 
Matthew  represents  Him  as  calling  them  hypocrites, 
xxvii.  54,  the  way  the '  centurion  and  they  that  were  with 
him '  are  mentioned  in  Matthew  has  a  secondary  sound. 

Luke  iii.  16,  cf.  Matt.  iii.  11.  Luke  iii.  21,  our  Lord  Secondary 
was  praying  when  the  heavens  opened,  cf.  ix.  28. 
iv.  35,  addition  of  /jujBev  jB\d-^av  avrov.  iv.  40,  all 
in  Capernaum  who  had  sick  brought  them  to  Jesus, 
iv.  42,  the  crowds — not  as  Mark,  Simon  Peter — sought 
out  our  Lord  v.  12,  xviii.  41,  use  of  Kvpie.  v.  20, 
avOpwrre  for  retcvov.  v.  29,  Levi  'made  a  great  feast 
in  his  own  house.'  v.  30,  '  Why  do  ye  eat  and  drink  ? ' 
Mark,  '  Why  does  he,'  name  not  specified,  v.  32,  addi- 
tion of  ei<?  perdvoiav.  v.  37,  wine  poured  out,  bottles 
perish ;  in  Mark,  wine  and  bottle  both  '  perish.'  viii.  30, 
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explanation  'for  many  devils  had  entered  into  him.' 
viii.  37,  '  For  they  were  taken  with  great  fear.'  viii.  51, 
the  Lord's  entrance  into  the  house  is  confused  with 
His  further  entrance  into  the  inner  room.  ix.  3,  x.  4, 
cf.  Matt.  x.  9,  10.  Luke  ix.  6,  the  anointing  of  the  sick 
is  not  mentioned.1  ix.  S,  our  Lord  is  said  to  be  '  one 
of  the  ancient  prophets/  not  as  Mark,  '  a  prophet  as 
one  of  the  ancients.'  ix.  10,  our  Lord  and  His  disciples 
go  '  to  a  city  called  Bethsaida ' ;  a  little  lower  this  is 
called  '  a  desert  place.'  xi.  29,  cf.  on  Matt.  xvi.  4.  Luke 
xii.  1,  '  The  leaven  of  the  Pharisees,  which  is  hypocrisy.' 
Cf.  on  Matt.  xvi.  11-12.  ix.  25,  'Lose  himself,'  instead 
of  Mark's  expression  '  lose  his  life '  (^v-^ij).  ix.  45, 
the  saying  was  hid  from  them ;  so  also  xviii.  34. 
xviii.  30,  cf.  on  Matt.  xix.  26.  Luke  xx.  27,  absolute 
use  of  evaryyeXttyfAGVos,  xx.  20,  evicaQirowi  vTrofcpivo- 
/jLevovs  eavrovs  SiKaiovs  elvai.  xx.  26,  the  effect  of  our 
Lord's  answer  upon  his  tempters,  xx.  36,  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  angelic  condition,  xxi.  5,  description 
of  the  Temple  as  '  adorned  with  goodly  stones  and 
offerings ' ;  in  Mark  the  allusion  is  to  the  solid  construc- 
tion of  the  Precinct  walls,  xxi.  10,  Mark's  reference  to 
the '  abomination  of  desolation '  explained  as  '  Jerusalem 
compassed  about  with  armies.'  xxii.  54,  the  two  meet- 
ings of  the  ecclesiastical  heads  of  the  people  condensed 

1  That  this  is  an  addition  to  Mark  vi.  13,  made  under  the  influence 
of  prevailing  Church  custom  and  therefore  a  '  secondary  trait '  in  that 
Gospel,  appears  to  me  improbable  because  of  the  tendency  observable 
in  the  first  and  third  Gospels  of  omitting  the  use  of  means  in  the 
working  of  miracles  where  the  second  Gospel  inserts  it. 
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into  one.  xxiii.  11,  Herod's  treatment  of  our  Lord 
confused  with  that  of  Pilate's  Roman  soldiers,  xxiv.  4, 
two  angels  in  the  empty  tomb. 

As  regards  the  order  of  incidents  narrated  in  the  AS  regards 
Synoptic  Gospels,  if  we  divide  the  narrative  common  °^idents 
to  Mark  with  one  or  both  the  other  Synoptics  into  m  the 
91  sections,  we  shall  find  that  Matthew  and  Mark  in  p^ofs  that 


80,  Luke  and  Mark  in  77  sections,  follow  the  same  Mark's 
general  order.  Where  Matthew  and  Mark  disagree  in  original. 
order,  the  displaced  incidents  show  a  tendency  to  observe 
the  same  order  with  regard  to  each  other;  whereas 
where  Mark  and  Luke  part  company,  the  position  of 
such  portions  relatively  to  each  other  is  entirely  upset. 
If  this  be  so,  it  is  more  probable  that  Matthew  and 
Luke  made  the  alterations  each  in  his  own  way,  than 
that  Mark  followed  one  system  in  differing  from 
Matthew,  and  another  in  differing  from  Luke.  More- 
over, there  are  only  two  sections  in  which  the  order 
followed  by  Mark  is  different  from  both  the  other 
Synoptics,  and  the  other  Synoptics  in  these  two  cases 
disagree  with  each  other.  That  is  to  say,  Matthew's 
order  is  peculiar  in  eleven  cases,  Luke's  in  fourteen, 
Mark's  in  two.  This  certainly  seems  a  strong  proof 
that  Mark's  is  the  original  order. 

An  examination  of  these  variations  tends  to  establish  Motives  for 
this  conclusion.     A  characteristic  feature  in  the  first  ° 


Gospel  is  the  stress  laid  in  the  earlier  portion  on  Matthew. 
the  training  of  the  Twelve.  It  bears  the  aspect  of  in  of  the 
a  subject  brought  into  prominence  and  worked  outTwelve- 
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without  regard  to  strict  chronological  sequence. 
Naturally,  the  circumstances  connected  with  the 
Nativity  of  our  Lord,  His  Baptism  and  Temptation, 
come  first.  Then,  after  a  short  notice  of  His  preaching 
in  Galilee,  conies  the  call  of  the  first  four  disciples 
(iv.  18-22).  The  resumption  of  the  Galilean  tour  is 
indicated  in  a  few  words  (iv.  23-25),  and  then  we  have 
the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  addressed  to  His  disciples, 
but  in  the  hearing  of  a  larger  audience.  The  effect  of 
the  sermon  is  immediately  confirmed  at  the  mountain's 
foot  by  the  healing  of  a  leper  (viii.  1-4),  the  first  in- 
stance of  a  dislocation  of  order.  The  miracle  is 
introduced  by  a  note  of  strict  chronological  sequence, 
whereas  in  Mark  it  is  the  first  incident  where  order 
of  time  is  not  necessarily  implied.  Matthew  must  here 
be  supposed  to  rest  on  an  oral  tradition  not  accessible 
to  Mark.  Mark,  therefore,  did  not  copy  the  incident 
from  Matthew. 

What  Mat-      The  next  dislocation  of  order  is  a  series  of  two  events 
which  hang  closely  together  in   all   the   records,  viz. 

sections      the  stilling  of  the  tempest,  and  the   incident   of  the 

of  order01*    Gadarene    (Gerasene)     demoniacs     (demoniac),    Matt. 

from  this  viii.  23-34.  Now  it  is  noteworthy  that  not  only  these 
two,  but  six  other  sections  are  displaced,  apparently 
in  consequence  of  Matthew's  desire  to  relate  con- 
secutively the  choice  of  the  Twelve  and  their  mission 
to  preach  and  to  heal  diseases  (Matt.  ix.  35-x.  42  = 
Mark  iii.  7-19,  vi.  7-13).  Having  for  this  purpose 
dislocated  the  arrangement  of  these  eight  sections, 
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Matthew  proceeds  to  insert  them  in  what  seems  to  him 
suitable  contexts.  Three  he  places  before  the  mission 
of  the  Twelve,  and  five  after  it.  In  the  former  cate- 
gory come  the  stilling  of  the  tempest,  the  events  in 
the  Gadarene  (Gerasene)  coasts,  and  the  interwoven 
miracles  of  the  raising  of  Jairus's  daughter  and  the  Matthew 
healing  of  the  woman  with  the  issue  of  blood.  This  last had ,md.e" 

pendent 

section  (ix.  18-26)  seems  to  give  the  clue  to  this  part  knowledge 
of  the  arrangement,  for  the  first  Gospel  connects  it  in  ofJa'iru^s 
the  closest  sequence  of  time  with  the  call  of  Matthew  daughter. 
(Levi)  and  the  question  about  fasting  (Matt.  ix.  9-17). 
Mark,  on  the  other  hand,  places  the  raising  of  Jairus's 
daughter  at  a  subsequent  visit  to  Capernaum — the 
third  he  mentions — this  third  visit,  subsequent  to  the 
call  of  Levi,  being  immediately  preceded  by  the  stilling  of 
the  tempest,  and  the  events  on  the  Gerasene  (Gadarene) 
coast.  To  treat  a  strict  chronological  sequence  such 
as  Matthew's  ravra  avrov  \aXovvros  as  a  mere  literary 
artifice  is  surely  very  arbitrary  criticism.  We  must 
therefore  conclude  that  here  again  Matthew  had  in- 
dependent knowledge  that  the  raising  of  Jairus's 
daughter  belonged  to  Mark's  second  visit  to  Caper- 
naum. He  therefore  rejects  the  third  visit,  and  prefaces 
the  second  with  the  stilling  of  the  tempest  and  the 
events  near  Gadara  (Gerasa).  Between  the  raising  of 
Jairus's  daughter  and  the  appointment  of  the  Twelve 
occur  in  Mark  two  incidents  which  he  attaches  to  a 
series  illustrative  of  our  Lord's  teaching  on  the  obser- 
vance of  the  Sabbath,  viz.  the  defence  of  the  disciples 
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TWO  for  plucking  and  eating  corn  on  the  Sabbath  day 
transferred  (Mark  ii.  23-28),  and  the  healing  of  the  man  with  the 
in  the  first  withered  hand  (Mark  iii.  1-6).  To  Matthew,  however, 

Gospel  to..  „-  •        i       T    i 

the  series  the  interest  of  these  centres  in  the  light  they  shed  on 
connected  ^}1C  opposition  of  the  Pharisees  to  our  Lord's  teaching. 

with 

Pharisaic  He  therefore  places  them  at  the  head  of  a  series  of 
opposition,  incidents  bearing  on  this  point  (xii.  1-50),  two  of  which, 
viz.  the  ascription  of  the  power  of  Beelzebub  to  our 
Lord,  and  the  attempt  of  His  mother  and  brethren  to 
speak  with  Him,  falling  in  Mark  after  the  choice  of 
the  Twelve,  suggest  to  Matthew  the  postponement  of 
the  whole  series  till  after  the  mission  which,  as  we  have 
seen,  he  connects  immediately  with  the  choice  of  the 
Apostles.  Thus  the  whole  of  the  disarrangement  of 
this  part  of  the  narrative  seems  to  spring  from  three 
motives  in  the  mind  of  the  writer  of  the  first  Gospel : 
(1)  to  emphasise  the  training  of  the  Twelve  by  placing 
together  their  choice  and  their  mission;  (2)  to  place 
the  raising  of  Jairus's  daughter  in  what  he  believed 
to  be  its  true  chronological  sequence;  (3)  to  mass 
together  incidents  of  Pharisaic  opposition  to  our  Lord. 
If  Matthew's  be  taken  as  the  original  order,  no  such 
intelligible  account  can  be  given  of  Mark's  motives 
in  altering  it. 

The  Barren  From  this  point  onwards  there  is  only  one  alteration 
Fig-tree.  Q£  or(^er^  an(j  nere  j^  js  impossible  to  regard  Matthew's 

as  the  original.  In  the  account  of  the  incident  of  the 
Barren  Fig-tree  the  first  Gospel  (xxi.  17-22)  makes 
the  tree  visibly  wither  at  once.  In  Mark  our  Lord  and 
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His  disciples  go  on  to  a  busy  day  at  Jerusalem.  Only 
on  their  returning  next  day  by  the  same  road  do  they 
find  that  the  words  to  the  deceptive  tree  have  taken 
effect  (Mark  xi.  12-14,  19-26).  Plainly  Matthew  has 
set  side  by  side  cause  and  visible  effect  in  order  at  once 
to  carry  the  subject  through  to  its  close.  This  clear 
instance  of  his  method  of  narration  must  be  allowed 
due  weight  in  judging  of  other  cases  of  discrepancy 
in  the  order  of  events,  and  the  conclusion  to  which 
we  seem  forced  is  that  Mark's  is  the  original  order. 

The  same  result  will  follow,  although  not  with  the  Order  in 
same  distinctness,  when  we  consider  the  discrepancies  G(Jspel 
of  order  as  between   the  second   and  third  Gospels- 
Here  we  do  not  find  the  dislocation  of  whole  blocks 
of  narrative,  so  to  speak,  but  of  single  incidents,  in  the 
displacement  of  which  no  sort  of  regard  is  paid  to  the 
order  in  which  they  originally  stood   to   each  other. 
Luke  (iv.  16-30)  places  our  Lord's  visit  to  Nazareth  The  visit  to 
immediately  after   the  narrative  of    the  Temptation.  an^acraeu  ^f 
This  is  certainly  not  in  chronological  sequence,  for  it  first 
speaks     of    wonderful    works     done     in     Capernaum 
(v.  23),  whereas  the  record  of  these  works   comes  at 
a     later     stage.     Luke     probably   thus   arranges    his 
narrative  in  order  to  contrast  our  Lord's  rejection  at 
Nazareth    with    His    reception    at    Capernaum.     To 
sharpen  the  contrast  he  places  the  two  in  juxtaposition, 
postponing  the  call  of  the  first  disciples  to  the  sojourn 
in  Capernaum.     He  follows  a  different  tradition  from 
that  of  the  second  Gospel  in  his  account  both  of  the 
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visit  to  Nazareth  and  of  the  call  of  the  first  disciples. 
From  a  chronological  point  of  view  Mark's  order 
approves  itself  as  the  earlier.  Luke  represents  our 
Lord  as  accepting  the  hospitality  of  St.  Peter  before 
the  relation  of  Master  to  disciple  had  been  established. 
In  Mark  He  first  calls  the  disciple  and  then  accom- 
panies him  to  his  house.  In  the  second  Gospel  we 
seem  to  find  chronological,  in  the  third  topical,  order. 
Topical  order  is  the  more  artificial,  and  probably  there- 
fore the  later  system  of  arrangement. 

other  In  Mark  iii.  7-12  a  general  description  of  mighty 

works  wrought  on  the  shores  of  the  lake  precedes,  in 
Luke  follows,  the  choice  of  the  Twelve.  Luke's  arrange- 
ment results  in  the  provision  of  a  large  concourse  to 
listen  to  what  in  the  third  Gospel  corresponds  to 
Matthew's  Sermon  on  the  Mount.  It  bears  the  aspect 
of  an  alteration  of  the  order  preserved  in  Mark  in 
order  to  make  Mark's  words  subserve  a  special  purpose 
in  Luke. 

In  Luke  vii.  36-50  occurs  a  narrative  of  the  anointing 
of  our  Lord  by  a  sinful  woman.  Although  some  con- 
fusion between  the  two  accounts  may  be  suspected, 
it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  the  incident  is  the 
same  as  the  anointing  of  our  Lord  at  Bethany  given 
by  Mark  (xiv.  3-9).  Either  Evangelist  may  have 
designedly  omitted  one  of  these  incidents  on  account 
of  its  similarity  to  the  other,  but  such  proceeding  is 
more  characteristic  of  Luke  than  of  Mark. 

In   Mark   the   attempt   of    the   Lord's   mother  and 
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brethren  to  speak  with  Him  precedes,  in  Luke,  follows, 
the  great  series  of  parables  (Mark  iv.  1-34;  Luke  viii. 
4-18).  According  to  the  tradition  followed  in  the 
second  Gospel  these  parables  were  spoken  from  a  boat, 
thus  providing  no  place  for  such  an  incident  at  the 
close  of  the  Saviour's  address.  In  this  Gospel  it  occurs 
after  the  charge  brought  against  our  Lord  of  casting 
out  devils  through  Beelzebub,  which  Luke  relates  at 
a  much  later  stage  of  his  narrative  and  in  a  way  which 
suggests  that  he  did  not  derive  it  from  Mark.  Either 
Mark  altered  the  order  in  consequence  of  the  circum- 
stances under  which  he  represents  the  parables  as 
delivered,  or  else  Luke  found  the  attempt  of  the  Lord's 
mother  as  an  isolated  fragment  in  his  copy  of  Mark's 
Gospel  and  transferred  it  to  what  seemed  to  him  the 
nearest  suitable  context. 

The  enunciation  of  the  'first  commandment  of  all' 
is  intimately  connected  in  Luke  with  the  parable  of 
the  Good  Samaritan  (x.  25-37).  This  accounts  for  its 
omission  at  the  point  where  it  occurs  in  the  other  two 
Synoptics  (Matt.  xxii.  34-40;  Mark  xii.  28-34).  It  is 
not  probable  that  Mark  knew  Luke's  arrangement,  for 
we  can  scarcely  imagine  him  to  have  designedly 
omitted  the  parable  from  his  Gospel.  His  arrange- 
ment, however,  may  have  been  known  to  Luke. 

The  charge  that  our  Lord  cast  out  devils  through 
Beelzebub  presents  a  difficult  problem  in  literary 
criticism.  There  is  not  a  single  phrase  or  detail 
common  to  Mark  and  Luke  which  is  not  also  found  in 

c 
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Matthew.  In  order  of  incidents  Matthew's  order  is 
much  closer  to  that  of  Mark,  in  language  and  details 
of  the  story  to  Luke.  If,  therefore,  Matthew  derived  it 
from  Mark,  he  also  had  access  to  the  source  from  which 
it  came  to  Luke.  The  late  stage  at  which  it  appears 
in  Luke  makes  it  improbable  that  he  derived  it  from 
Matthew,  and  that,  combined  with  the  greater  fulness 
of  the  narrative  as  recorded  in  the  third  Gospel,  renders 
it  impossible  that  he  derived  it  from  Mark,  or  Mark 
from  him.1 

The  request  for  a  sign,  and  our  Lord's  reference  to 
that  of  Jonah,  appear  in  the  third  Gospel  in  intimate 
connection  with  matter  not  contained  in  the  second. 
The  Marcan  parallel  comes  in  the  middle  of  the 
'  great  omission.'  It  is  highly  improbable,  there- 
fore, either  that  Mark  derived  it  from  Luke,  or  vice 
versa. 

The  strife  which  of  the  Twelve  was  to  be  accounted 
the  greatest  appears  in  the  third  Gospel  (Luke  xxii. 
24-27)  among  the  incidents  of  the  Last  Supper.  In 
John  xiii.  3-17  our  Lord  conveys  the  same  lesson  by 
washing  the  disciples'  feet.  If  some  manifestation  of 
jealousy  among  them  preceded  our  Saviour's  act  it 
is  conceivable  that  the  words  spoken  by  Him  on  an 
earlier  occasion  have  been  transferred  by  oral  tradition 

1  Wernle,  Syn.  Frage,  pp.  68,  69,  maintains  that  both  Luke  and 
Matthew  had  access  to  two  sources,  Mark  and  another.  Luke, 
however,  bases  his  account  on  the  other  source,  using  Mark  as 
subsidiary  ;  Matthew  uses  both  sources  equally.  I  doubt  whether 
Luke  had  access  to  the  Marcan  source.  See  below,  pp.  46,  47. 
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to  this  later  occasion,  where  they  come  in  so  appropri- 
ately. Then  Luke,  following  the  non-Marcan  tradition, 
avoids  more  suo  a  doublet  by  omitting  the  words  at 
the  earlier  stage  of  the  narrative. 

Mark,  however,  may  have  avoided  a  doublet  by 
omitting  the  later  repetition  of  the  words.  It  may  well 
be  doubted,  however,  whether  any  of  the  Evangelists 
would  have  omitted  so  significant  a  detail  in  the 
account  of  the  Last  Supper. 

It  is  but  a  small  difference  of  arrangement  that  Luke 
places  the  Saviour's  prediction  of  St.  Peter's  denial  of 
Him  before,  Mark  during,  the  walk  to  Gethsernane.  The 
Evangelists  follow  different  traditions  as  to  the  terms  in 
which  the  warning  to  St.  Peter  was  conveyed.  Luke 
appears  to  combine  Mark's  account  with  his  own.  It  is 
difficult  to  believe  that  Mark  had  seen  but  omits  the 
words  recorded  by  Luke. 

Luke  records  one  meeting  only  of  the  Sanhedrim  at 
the  high  priest's  house,  Mark  two.  In  Mark  St.  Peter's 
denial  is  represented  as  going  on  while  the  first  meeting 
and  trial  of  our  Lord  is  taking  place,  and  the  insults 
offered  the  Saviour  conclude  the  scene  ;  a  second  meet- 
ing being  summoned  at  dawn  to  deliver  the  prisoner 
to  Pontius  Pilate.  In  Luke,  St.  Peter's  denial  follows 
immediately  his  arrival  at  the  high  priest's  palace,  and 
the  insults  succeed  the  denial.  Then  comes  the  meet- 
ing and  the  examination  of  the  prisoner.  Mark  here 
betrays  a  detailed  knowledge  of  the  course  of  events 
wanting  in  Luke.  Either  Luke  condensed  Mark's 
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account,  or  Mark  acquired  later  information  which 
enabled  him  to  correct  Luke's  account.  The  former 
explanation  seems  the  more  probable. 

Luke  xxiii.  33  mentions  the  crucifixion  of  the 
thieves  before  the  parting  of  the  garments,  and  (xxiii. 
35)  the  mocking  of  the  rulers  before  the  words  of  the 
superscription ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  offering  of 
the  drugged  potion  (xxiii.  36,  37)  between  the  mocking 
and  the  superscription,  in  these  respects  differing  from 
the  order  of  Mark.  Luke  also  mentions  the  rending  of 
the  veil  before  the  last  cry  from  the  Cross  (xxiii.  45,  46), 
where  Mark's  order  is  more  natural. 

Conclusion       Of  these  sixteen  variations  of  order,  half  the  number 

Luk^ardi    su»gest  an  alteration  made  by  Luke  from  the  original 

order.         order  of  Mark  ;  from  the  other  half  no  conclusion  can 

be  drawn.     The   strong  probability   is   therefore  that 

Luke  used  Mark's  Gospel,  or  at  any  rate  parts  of  it,  and 

that  Mark  did  not  use  Luke's. 

AS  regards       The  next  point  to  be  considered   is   that  of  style. 

liaritieaaf   Mark  *s  ^u^  °^  narsn.  vet  often  vivid  and  impressive 
Marcan       peculiarities,   e.g.  eTripaTrret  (ii.   21)  where  the  others 
style>         have  e-rripd\\ei  (Matt.  ix.  16 ;  Luke  v.  36).1     In  gram- 
matical construction  we  find  occasional  anacolutha,  and 
solecisms  which  do  not  appear  in  the  other  Synoptics, 
e.g.  iv.  31,  32,  [Ai/cporepov  oi>  .   .   .  teal  orav  cnrapf),  K.T.\.  ; 
vi.  9,   uTroSeSe/xeyou?.2     Unusual  expressions  are   very 

1  Other  instances,  i.  16,  34,  38  ;  ii.  4 ;  iii.  11  ;  v.  23,  38 ;  vi.  21,  27, 
39,  40  ;  vii.  2,  25,  37  ;  ix.  6,  8,  15,  18 ;  x.  25  ;  xi.  4,  8,  19  ;  xii.  4,  40  ; 
xiii.  11,  19,  35 ;  xiv.  5,  31,  40,  44,  68 ;  xv.  7,  23,  29 ;  xvi.  4. 

2  Other  instances,  vii.  19  ;  xiii.  40  ;  xiv.  19. 


STYLE  OF  MARK  37 

frequent,  e.g.  vi.  35,  w/oa?  7roXA,?}<?  yevofj,evr)s.1  A  frequent 
characteristic  is  the  omission  of  connecting  particles 
and  of  the  copula,  e.g.  ii.  10,  Xeyet  TW  7rapa\vTtKo)  ; 
Matt.  ix.  6,  rore  \eyei,  K.T.X.  ;  ix.  36,  rt?  pei^wv?  Beside 
the  other  Synoptics  the  language  of  Mark  appears 
emphatic  and  almost  exaggerated,  e.g.  Mark  i.  10, 
Matt.  iii.  16,  ^vey^Oija-av  ',  Luke  iii.  21, 


It  is  almost  impossible  to  account  for  these  peculi-  Mark's 
arities  of  style  on  the  supposition  that  Mark  was  the  ar 
borrower,  to  imagine  him  habitually  substituting 
strange  and  sometimes  uncouth  words  for  words  well 
known,  or  violating  the  ordinary  rules  of  grammar 
when  he  had  before  him  the  same  ideas  clothed  in 
simpler  and  smoother  Greek,  or  changing  easily 
intelligible  phrases  into  unusual  or  harsh  ones,  or  de- 
liberately choosing  to  leave  out  the  connecting  particles 
which  he  found  in  his  copy.  The  story  is  obviously  in 
an  earlier  stage  of  development  in  Mark,  as  far  as  the 
manner  of  telling  it  goes.  Matthew  and  Luke  may 
much  more  reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  polished 
Mark's  record,  than  Mark  to  have  altered  the  style  of 
their's  into  something  rougher  and  homelier. 

1  Other  instances,  i.  23  ;  ii.  12,  23,  27,  30  ;  iii.  27,  30-32  ;  iv.  14,  15, 
21,  22,  41  ;  v.  23;  vi.  7,  10,  12;  viii.  12,  16;  ix.  12,  18,  41  ;  x.  30; 
xi.  13,  32;  xii.  26,  38  ;  xiii.  16  ;  xiv.  10,  49,  54,  65. 

2  Other  instances,  iii.  27  ;  iv.  14  ;  vii.  15,  20  ;  xii.  6,  9,  10,  20,  23, 
29,  31  ;  xiii.  6,  7,  8,  9,  15,  21,  23,  33  ;  xiv.  6. 

3  Other  instances,  i.  12,  36,  43;  iii.  10  ;  iv.  1  ;  vii.  33,  37  ;  ix.  2,  3, 
6,  8,  15,  18;  x.  25  ;  xi.  4,  8;  xiii.  11,  35;  xiv.  5,  40,  44,  68;  xv.  7, 
23,  29  ;  xvi.  4. 
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Assuming  the  language  of  the  second  Gospel  to 
belong  to  an  earlier  stage  of  evangelistic  writing  than 
that  of  the  other  two  Synoptics,  additional  charac- 
teristics of  the  second  Gospel  are  found  to  enhance  the 
impression  of  priority  which  it  already  conveys. 
Additional  Qualifications  and  distinctions  are  introduced  into 
oTprfority  wnat  appears  in  the  other  Synoptics  in  an  absolute  form, 
of  Mark.  iv.  10.  Others  besides  the  Twelve  ask  our  Lord  the 
meaning  of  His  parables,  whereas  the  other  Synoptists 
represent  the  disciples  only  as  doing  so.  iv.  32.  The 
size  of  the  mustard-plant  is  much  more  accurately 
described  than  in  the  other  two  Gospels,  vi.  8,  9.  Our 
Lord  prescribes  a  staff  and  sandals  to  His  disciples,  but 
forbids  the  food,  the  scrip,  the  money  in  the  purse. 
Elsewhere  he  is  represented  as  forbidding  all  these 
articles,  vi.  13.  The  disciples  used  means  in  working 
their  miracles  of  healing.  The  anointing  with  oil  is 
omitted  in  other  accounts  of  this  mission,  viii.  34.  Our 
Lord  addresses  the  crowd  as  well  as  the  disciples. 
Matthew  xvi.  24  makes  the  disciples  alone  the  re- 
cipients of  His  prophecy;  Luke  says  indiscriminately 
e\eyev  Se  7rpo9  iravras.  x.  3-5.  The  arrangement  of 
question  and  answer  impresses  itself  as  the  original 
account  in  contrast  with  Matthew's  rendering. 

We  have,  moreover,  broadcast  throughout  Mark  vivid 
touches  of  description,  minute  records  of  details,  and 
a  life  and  vigour  of  narration  which  is  very  noticeable 
as  compared  with  the  style  of  the  other  Synoptists :  e.g. 
i.  13.  Our  Lord  was  '  with  the  wild  beasts '  in  the 
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wilderness,  iii.  5.  He  looked  round  the  congregation 
in  the  synagogue  '  with  anger.'  iv.  33.  He  was  asleep 
in  the  stern  of  the  ship  '  upon  a  pillow.' l 

Mark's  frequent  use  of  proper  names  as  compared 
with  that  of  the  others  is  also  remarkable.  Dr. 
Schmiedel  (Encycl.  Bill.)  remarks  that  these  vivid 
touches  and  the  insertion  of  proper  names  might  be 
equally  characteristic  of  a  late  writing  masquerading  as 
an  early  one,  but  united  with  the  roughness  of  the 
style  adds  to  the  impression  that  in  Mark  we  have  the 
earliest  of  our  written  Gospels. 

The   improbability   of    the    hypothesis    that    Mark  Rush- 
borrowed  from  Matthew  and  Luke  has  been  further  broo^e  3 

proof. 

demonstrated  by  Rushbrooke  (Synopticon,  Introd. 
vi.-x.),  who  shows  that  in  two  test  passages,  Mark 
xii.  1-11,  and  ii.  13-17,  in  the  second  Gospel  is  incor- 
porated every  point,  and  with  the  most  trifling  excep- 
tions, every  word  common  to  Matthew  and  Luke.  He 
points  out  that  '  to  embody  the  whole  of  even  one 
document  in  a  narrative  of  one's  own  without  copy- 
ing it  verbatim,  and  to  do  this  in  a  free  and  natural 
manner,  requires  no  little  care.  But  to  take  two 
documents,  to  put  them  side  by  side,  to  analyse  their 
common  matter,  and  then  to  write  a  narrative  graphic, 

1  Among  other  instances,  i.  4,  20,  27  ;  ii.  2-4,  15,  27  ;  iii.  9,  17,  20, 
21,  32,  34;  iv.  1,  3,  8,  13,  34,  36,  37,  39,  40;  v.  7,  19,  20,  21,  23,  32, 
34,  36,  38,  39,  40,  42 ;  vi.  2,  3,  7,  13,  31,  33,  37-40,  48,  55,  56 ;  vii.  11, 

13,  17,  24,  25,  33,  34;  viii.  14;  ix.  8,  14,  16,  20-25,  27,  28,  36;  x.  1, 

14,  16,' 21,  22,  23,  24,  30,  50;  xi.  11,  13,  16,  20,  21,  25,  27,  32,  34; 
xii.  41  ;  xiv.  25,  36,  40,  50,  51,  59,  60,  67,  68,  69,  72;  xv.  1,  7,  8,  15, 
25,  32,  39,  44,  45 ;  xvi.  4,  5,  7,  8. 
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abrupt,  and  in  all  respects  the  opposite  of  artificial, 
which  shall  contain  every  word  and  phrase  common 
to  both — this  would  be  a  tour  de  force  even  for  a 
skilful  literary  forger  of  these  days,  and  may  be  dis- 
missed as  an  impossibility  for  the  writer  of  the  second 
Gospel.'1 

Conclusion.  Our  examination  of  the  Synoptic  records  up  to  this 
The  second  p0mt  therefore,  leads  us  to  the  conclusion  that  Mark's 

Gospel  is 

closest  to  Gospel  represents  most  closely  the  earliest  form  in 
forrnTr!ieSt  which  the  Synoptic  tradition  appeared  in  writing,  and 
which  the  if  we  are  obliged  to  assume  that  any  of  the  existing 
tradrtbii  Synoptic  records  was  a  source  used  by  the  others,  it 
appeared  must  be  the  second  of  our  Canonical  Gospels. 

in  writing.  .  .,  , 

On  this  assumption  we  proceed  to  examine  the 
character  of  the  use  of  the  second  Gospel  by  the 
writers  of  the  first  and  third  respectively. 

1  Compare  also  Hastings'  D.  B.,  vol.  ii.,  Art.  'Gospels, 'p.  238,  sect.  3. 
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III 

THE   WRITERS  OF  THE   FIRST    AND    THIRD   GOSPELS   USED 
IMPERFECT   COPIES   OF   THE   SECOND 

IT  is  evident  that  in  the  Synoptic  Gospels  we  find  aisthe 
meeting-place  of  several  traditions.     There  is  the  triple  s*cond 

Gospel  a 

tradition,  which  is  the  special  subject  of  our  inquiry  :  fragment 
i.e.  the  matter  common  to  all  three  Gospels,  or,  at  any  l, 


rate,  lying  behind  the  compilation  of  all  three.  In  bodied  in 
addition  to  this  there  is  the  double  tradition,  thetwo? 
matter  apparently  unknown  to  Mark  which  finds  a 
place  in  the  records  of  Matthew  and  of  Luke.  There 
are  also  single  traditions,  sources  of  narratives  and 
discourses  which  appear  hi  one  Synoptic  record  only, 
and  how  many  of  these  there  are  none  can  say.  We 
have  found  that  if  it  can  be  supposed  that  any  one 
of  the  Synoptic  Gospels  was  used  by  the  other  two, 
that  Gospel  is  the  second.  The  question  arises,  how- 
ever, whether  the  second  Gospel  is  not  a  fragment  of 
a  larger  work  embedded  in  the  first  and  third.  In 
other  words,  can  any  part  of  the  triple  tradition,  the 
tradition  which  came  before  all  the  Synoptic  writers, 
be  found  outside  of  our  Canonical  Mark  ?  Is  a  certain 
amount  of  the  so-called  double  tradition  really  of 
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No  narra- 
tives of 
the  dual 
tradition 
formed 
part  of  an 
original 
Mark. 


Argument 

from 

matter. 


the  same   character   and   authorship   as    our    second 
Gospel  ? 

The  Rev.  Mgr.  Barnes ]  propounds  the  view  that  the 
narrative  portions  common  to  the  first  and  third 
Gospels,  together  with  one  or  two  isolated  pieces  of 
discourse,  belong  to  the  first  edition  of  Mark's  Gospel, 
published  in  Jerusalem,  while  the  rest  of  the  '  double 
tradition '  was  derived  from  the  \6yia  Kvpiafcd,2  origin- 
ally written  in  Hebrew  by  St.  Matthew.  The  latter 
part  of  this  theory  may  be  true,  but  the  discussion  of 
it  is  foreign  to  our  present  purpose.  The  ascription, 
however,  of  the  narratives  of  the  '  double  tradition '  to 
Mark  is  not  likely  to  be  correct.  They  refer  princi- 
pally, indeed,  as  does  the  greater  part  of  the  second 
Gospel,  to  the  Galilean  ministry  of  our  Lord,  but  this 
is  also  true  of  the  greater  part  of  the  discourse  con- 
tained in  the  '  double  tradition.'  Some  of  them,  e.g. 
the  expansion  of  the  preaching  of  the  Baptist,  the 
details  of  the  Temptation,  the  mission  of  the  disciples 
of  St.  John  the  Baptist,  and  the  upbraiding  of  Chorazin, 
Bethsaida,  and  Capernaum,  contain  matter  different  in 
character  to  anything  occurring  in  the  second  Gospel. 
The  expansion  of  the  narrative  in  connection  with  the 
charge  that  our  Lord  cast  out  devils  by  Beelzebub,  and 
the  story  of  the  healing  of  the  centurion's  servant, 

1  Journ.  Theol.  Studies,  vol.  vi.  No.  22. 

2  Conclusive  reasons  have  yet  to  be  found  why  the  \6yia  KvpiaKa 
mentioned  by  Papias  must  have  contained  narrative  as  well  as  dis- 
course.    The  Oxyrhyncus  Fragments  suggest  an  opposite  view.     Cf . 
Wernle,  Syn.  Frage,  p.  117. 
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contain  indications  of  the  use  by  one  or  both  the 
Evangelists  of  more  than  one  source;  at  the  same 
time  it  would  be  impossible  so  to  separate  the  sources 
as  to  pronounce  whether  either  was  decidedly  Marcan 
in  character. 

More  weighty  as  against  the  Marcan  origin  of  these  Argument 
narratives  are  the  indications  of  vocabulary.  If  we 
take  the  expressions  common  to  Matthew  and  Luke 
in  these  sections,  we  find  that  only  three  per  cent,  are 
words  more  frequently  used  by  Mark  in  proportion  to 
his  Gospel  than  by  the  other  Synoptists.1  If  we  cut 
off  from  the  narrative  common  to  the  three  an  equal 
amount  of  matter,  the  proportion  of  words  pre- 
dominantly Marcan  rises  to  six  per  cent.2  That  is  to 
say,  as  regards  vocabulary  there  are  twice  as  many 
indications  of  dependence  on  Mark  in  those  portions 
indisputably  Marcan  than  where  the  existence  of  a 
Marcan  original  is  a  mere  conjecture.  The  probabilities, 

1  The  Marcan  words  in  the  narratives  of  the  double  tradition  are 
dyopd  (1  time  used),  a.tpeii>  (1),  d/cdtfapros  (1),  d/coXov^eiv  (3),  dXXd  (1), 
dva^\^ireiv  (1),  O.TT  OUT  {\\eiv  (1),  ouvaadai  (1),  5u>5eKa  (1),  eKiropetecrOai  (1), 
ZiTTa  (1),  gprifjios  (1),  eadleiv  (1),  e%enf  (4),  icadlfeiv  (1),  KaraKptveiv  (2), 
Kara  (1),  oirov  (1),  irepnrarei.i'  (1),  irvev^a.  (general  use  2),  plfa  (1), 


'  The  Marcan  words  reproduced  in  the  passages  of  the  first  and 
third  Gospels  parallel  to  Mark  i.  1  —  vi.  11,  are  dya.Tr-r)T&s  (1  time), 
(1),  dXXd  (2),  /3a7rr^etc  (6),  /3Xacr^>r;/xeti'  (1),  J3\aff<pr]/j.[a  (1), 
(2),  dtdaxri  (1),  SvvaaOaL  (2),  SudfKa.  (3),  tKirXfaffetv  (1), 
(1),  ?pWoj  (2),  iffdleiv  (2),  evayyt\toi>  (1),  ^<-v  (8), 
KaOevdeiv  (1),  /ccucis  (1),  Kapirotjiopeiv  (1),  Kripu<Tfffiv  (1),  K\lvrj  (I), 
(1),  Kpardv  (1),  fj-tplfciv  (1),  /a^Sets  (1),  ^rjpaivfiv  (I),  irapaKa\eli>  (1), 
(2),  Trt'pac  (1),  irepi.ira.Teli>  (1),  irXotoi'  (2),  ardxv*  (1),  Xe'P  (2), 
(2). 
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therefore,  are  against  our  present  Mark  being  an 
abbreviation  from  a  larger  Marcan  document,  from 
which  the  other  Synoptists  drew.1  This  does  not 
apply  to  the  hypothesis  of  a  version  of  Mark's  Gospel 
supplemented  from  other  sources  before  being  used  by 
Matthew  and  Luke.  That  possibility,  however,  must  be 
left  for  our  later  consideration. 

Was  the         Was  then  the  whole  of  our  second  Gospel,  or  were 
whole  of     oni     parts  of  it,  before  the  writers  of  the  first  and 

our  Mark  •*     * 

before  the     third  ? 

Byaoptists1      ^ke  probability  in  the  case  of  the  writer  of  the  third 

eyes?         Gospel  is  that  he  intended  to  give  a  full  account  of 

Luke  aimed  what  he  certainly  knew  of  the  earthly  life  of  our  Lord. 

ffu\'iltmg    In  his  preface  he  tells  us  of  his  intention  to  certify 

account  of   a  person  named  Theophilus  of  the  truth  of  what  had 

^  been  taught  him  as  a  catechumen.     The  matters  of 

which  he  writes  are  further  described  as  having  been 

'  fulfilled '  in  the  Christian  Society,  and  Luke  is  going 

to  set  them  forth  in  order,  having  traced  them  up  with 

accuracy  from  the  beginning.     If  a  man  writing  with 

such  an  aim  omitted  any  striking  word  or  work  of  the 

subject   of    his    memoir,   it    must    have    been    either 

because  he  was  not  satisfied  of  the  truth  of  it,  or  else 

because  it  was  not  required  to  complete  the  portraiture, 

something  else  of  the  same  character  taking  its  place. 

Several  impressive  narratives  recorded  in  the  second 

Gospel  are  omitted  in  the  third,  although  their  insertion 

1  Except  that  the  Mark  they  used  may  have  contained  the  missing 
conclusion. 
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would  obviously  have  added  to  the  completeness  of  the 
delineation.1      Unless,   therefore,   we   are  prepared  to  Therefore 
assert  that  the  writer  knew  of  them,  but  disbelieved  in 


them,  or  was  dissatisfied  with  the  authority  on  which  sections  of 

,  .  ,  ,          Mark  he 

they   came   to   him,   we    must  recognise    that    their  omits 
omission    affords    strong    presumption    that    he    was 
ignorant  of  them. 

The  aim  of  the  first  Gospel  is  not  explicitly  set  forth  Matthew 
by  the  writer,  but  when  we  find  him  recording  events 


so  similar  as  to  suggest  that  they  are  different  versions  writing  a 

,,  -.,,  .  i  i          ....  ,  .          full  account 

of  one  and  the  same  incident,2  and  omitting  narratives  of  our 
which  are  similar  to  nothing   else   contained  in  the  Lord's  life- 
book,3  the  same  dilemma  confronts  us  again  :  either 
the  writer  knew,  but  did  not  trust,  the  narratives  from 
the  second  Gospel,  which  he  omitted,  or  else  he  did  not 
find  them  among  the  sources  of  his  information.    When  Therefore 
we  consider  the  character  of  the  omissions,  and  the  an  incom. 
obvious  deference  which  the  writers  generally  pay  to  piete 

,  .  ™      ,         .         ,          .        version  of 

the  second  Gospel,  we  have  no  difficulty  in  choosing  Mark's 
the  latter  alternative.  Gospel. 

At  the  same  time,  it  must  be  noticed  that  another  But  these 
way  of  accounting  for  these  omissions  is  largely  sup-  °™1^.°" 
ported  by  scholars.      They  are  said  to  be  due  to  the  said  to  be 
'tendencies'  of  the  writers.     That  tendencies  manifest 
themselves  in  the  Synoptic  Gospels  need  not  be  denied. 

1  The  story  of  the  Syrophcenicean  woman  is  a  case  in  point.  Dr. 
Wright  (Synopnia  of  the  Gospels,  Introd.,  xvi.)  shows  how  unsatis- 
factory is  the  theory  of  '  tendencies  '  to  account  for  this  omission. 

'2  E.<j.  Matt.  ix.  32-34,  and  xii.  22-32. 

3  E.g.  the  story  of  the  widow's  mite. 
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The  question  remains,  however,  whether  the  tendencies 
are  those  of  the  writers  of  the  sources  used,  or  of  the 
But  the      compilers  of  the  complete  Gospels.     If  the  latter,  we 
expect  them  to  operate  over  the  whole  of  these 


themselves  Gospels.  An  Evangelist  would  hardly  write  under  the 
whole  of  influence  of  a  '  tendency'  at  one  time,  and  completely  free 
any  Gospel,  himself  from  it  at  another.1  There  is  no  parallel  passage 
illustrated  in  the  first  Gospel  to  Mark  i.  23-28,  in  consequence,  it 
first  is  supposed,  of  many  of  the  details  recorded  in  Matt. 


Gospel.  yiii  28-34  presenting  points  of  similarity,  but  the 
tendency  to  avoid  the  narration  of  similar  incidents  so 
far  from  characterising  the  first  Gospel  is  conspicuously 
non-characteristic  of  it.  The  instance  given  above  is 
in  point,  and  still  more  the  feeding  of  the  five  thousand 
and  of  the  four  thousand.2  Was  the  rebuke  addressed 
by  our  Lord  to  the  disciples,  recorded  in  Mark  ix.  38-40, 
omitted  from  the  first  Gospel  because  it  interrupts  the 
course  of  His  lesson  on  humility?3  Why  then  does 
not  the  same  tendency  cause  the  omission  of  the  story 
of  the  healing  of  the  woman  with  the  issue  of  blood  ? 
(Matt.  ix.  20-26).  The  interruption  of  the  flow  of  the 
story  is  not  more  abrupt  in  one  case  than  in  the  other. 
If,  however,  it  be  omitted  because  the  writer  dissents 

1  Wernle,  Syn.  Frage,  p.  113  f.,  supposes  the  compiler  of  the  first 
Gospel  to  have  had  strong  anti-Judaistic  tendencies,  but  to  have  in- 
corporated into  his  work  —  one  must  suppose  in  a  fit  of  absence  of 
mind  —  some  Ebionistic  logia.     Why  not  an  impartial  chronicler  using 
good  authorities  and  leaving  subsequent  readers  to   grapple  with 
inconsistencies  which  never  struck  him  as  such  ? 

2  Matt.  xiv.  13-21,  xv.  32-39. 

3  So  Wernle,  Syn.  Frage,  p.  126,  §  6,  but  doubtfully. 
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from  the  large-hearted  principle  it  inculcates,  we  are 
surprised  to  find  an  instance  of  large-heartedness 
almost  as  great  in  the  story  of  the  healing  of  the 
centurion's  servant  (Matt.  viii.  10),  and  of  the  daughter 
of  the  Canaanitish  woman  (Matt.  xv.  28).  Perhaps  the 
story  of  the  widow's  mite  may  have  been  omitted  from 
the  first  Gospel  by  an  oversight,  the  writer  hurrying 
from  one  important  discourse  to  another  (chaps,  xxiii. 
and  xxiv.).  Otherwise  no  tendency  can  account  for 
its  absence  if  it  stood  before  him  in  his  Marcan 
exemplar. 

If  we  turn  to  the  third  Gospel,  the  attempt  to  ac-  illustrated 
count  for  omissions  by  the  ascription  of  '  tendencies '  £^ 
breaks  down  in  a  similar  way.  The  account  of  the  Gospel. 
Baptist's  death,  and  of  our  Lord's  words  concerning 
him,  spoken  during  the  descent  from  the  Mount  of 
Transfiguration  (Mark  vi.  17-29,  ix.  12, 13),  are  supposed 
to  have  been  omitted  from  a  desire  to  reduce  the 
general  estimate  of  the  importance  of  the  work  of  the 
great  forerunner.1  Yet  in  the  third  Gospel  alone  do 
we  find  any  account  of  the  wonders  connected  with  the 
Baptist's  birth,  and  the  fullest  record  of  his  preaching. 
The  'great  omission'  (Mark  vi.  45  to  viii.  21)  is  gener- 
ally ascribed  to  the  supposition  that  some  of  the  inci- 
dents there  related  would  be  of  no  interest  to  Gentile 
readers,  while  others  are  too  similar  to  matters  else- 
where recorded  to  be  worth  repeating.2  Considered  in 

1  So  Schmiedel,  E.  B.,  vol.  ii.  Gospels,  §  4. 

2  So  Wernle,  p.  5,  §  4, 
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The 


matter 

from  the 

other 
Gospels 

due  to  the 

writers  of 
these  not 
having 
found  it  in 

exempiars 


itself,  the  latter  reason  might  hold  good.  The  third 
Gospel  does  not  contain  so  much  repetition  of  similar 
matter  as  the  other  two.  It  by  no  means,  however, 
neglects  details  which  are  mainly  of  Jewish  interest, 
e.g.  the  discussion  about  casting  out  devils  by  the  help 
of  Beelzebub  (Luke  xi.  14-23),  the  remarks  on  levirate 
legislation  (Luke  xx.  27-39),  the  problem  regarding  the 
son  of  David  (Luke  xx.  40-44).  Mark  viii.  32,  33,  and 
x.  35-40,  find  no  parallel  in  the  third  Gospel,  in  conse- 
quence, we  are  told,  of  reluctance  on  the  part  of  the 
writer  to  say  anything  to  the  discredit  of  St.  Peter  and 
the  sons  of  Zebedee,1  yet  he  does  not  pass  over  the 
story  of  St.  Peter's  denial  of  our  Lord,  and  he  it  is  who 
relates  the  rebuke  administered  to  the  sons  of  Zebedee 
in  Samaria  (Luke  xxii.  31-34,  54-62  ;  ix.  51-56). 

It  thus  appears  that  the  omissions  from  the  first 
and  third  Gospels  of  matter  contained  in  the  second, 
are  not  accounted  for  by  the  ascription  of  '  tendencies  ' 
^°  tne  writers  of  those  Gospels.  It  is  much  more  pro- 
bable  that  in  general  their  omissions  are  due  to  their  not 

.  . 

having  seen  what  they  omitted  in  the  sources  before 
them.     On  the  other  hand,  what  the  first  Gospel  omits 

-1-. 

is  almost  always  found  in  the  third,  and  vice  versa. 

rpj^  can  scarce}v  j-jg  accounted  for  except  on  the  sup- 
* 

position  that  behind  these  two  Gospels  stands  practi- 
ca%  tne  wn°le  °f  the  matter  contained  in  our  second 

1  So  Hawkins,  Horn  Synopt.,  Pt.  iii.  A,  §  1  ;  Schmiedel,  Encyd. 
Bibl.,  Art.  Gospels,  iii.  §  15;  Werule,  Syn.  Frage,  p.  5,  §  7,  supposes 
that  all  interest  in  the  sons  of  Zebedee  had  been  lost  by  that  time  ! 
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Gospel.     Something  very  like  our  second  Gospel,  both  Neverthe- 
in  extent  and  in  language,  existed  in  written  form,  but      ' 


from  it  imperfect   transcripts  were  made,  two  of  which  and  third 

•    i  T   •  £         1-1      Gospels 

were  the  sources  ot  the  triple  tradition  as  round  m  the  combined 
first  and  third  Gospels  respectively.     The    tendencies  stands 

,  "  practically 

manifested  are  not  those  of  the  writers  of  these  Gospels,  the  whole 
but  of  the  transcribers  whose  work  they  used.1     Theoftlie, 

second. 

second  Gospel  lay  before  the  writer  of  the  first  in  a  The  writers 
somewhat,  before  the  writer  of  the  third  in  a  consider-  of  the  other 
ably,  mutilated  condition.2  We  shall  now  proceed  to 


consider  how  these  portions  of  the  second  Gospel  were  an  i 
treated  by  those  who  embodied  them  in  the  first  and0fthe 

third.  second. 

1  Schmiedel  (Encycl.  Bib.,  Gospels,  i.   114),  without  drawing  the 
conclusion  in  the  text,  directs  attention  to  the  partial  character  of 
the  alleged  manifestations  of  tendency.    Of  course  a  general  tendency 
towards  a  Jewish  or  Gentile  way  of  regarding  our  Lord's  life  is  seen 
in  Matthew  and  Luke  respectively. 

2  See  below,  pp.  73-74. 
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IV 

THE  FREE  USE  OF  THE   SECOND  GOSPEL  BY  THE  WRITERS 
OF  THE   FIRST  AND  THIRD 

Marcan  THERE  are  many  indications  that  the  dependence  of 
reproduced  ^e  nrst  an^  third  Gospels  upon  the  second  is  far  from 
in  other  slavish.  We  have  already  dealt  in  another  connection 

connections      .... 

in  Matthew  with  the  introduction  by  Matthew  and  Luke  of 
and  Luke,  'secondary  traits'  into  their  work,  of  alterations  of 
order,  and  difference  of  style.1  The  way  in  which 
they  reproduced  the  language  and  ideas  they  found 
in  Mark  is  very  worthy  of  remark.  It  is  evident 
that  they  so  studied  their  copy  that  much  of  the 
language  stuck  in  their  memory,  and  was  written 
down  often  in  a  different  connection  to  that  in  which 
Mark  used  it.2 

1.  Mark  i.  26,  Luke  iv.  33,  the  rescue  of  a  man  from 

1  See  above,  pp.  23-37. 

2  Hawkins  (If or.  Syn.,  Pt.  n.  §  2)  says  that  the  instances  of  words 
'  differently  applied  '  are  examples  of  the  operation  of  oral  tradition. 
But  if  a  similar  text  to  our  second  Gospel  was  before  the  other  Synop- 
tists,  one  can  hardly  imagine  that  the  words  they  '  apply  differently ' 
were  all  absent  from  this  text  but  retained  in  the  memory.     Several 
of  the  instances   given   above  I  have  taken  from  Horcn  Synopticce. 
Some  I  have  rejected  as  probably  due  to  tendency,  e.r/.  Mark  i.  45, 
cf.  Luke  v.  i5. 
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the  possession  of  an  unclean  spirit.  In  Mark  the  spirit 
leaves  him  <$>wvfj  f^eyd\r],  with  a  great  cry.  In  Luke  it 
is  with  a  great  cry  that  the  man  first  addresses  the 
Saviour. 

2.  Mark  i.  37,  \ey6vaiv  avra>  on  Trdvres  &TOVO-£  tre. 
Luke  v.  15,  oi  o^Xot  eire^rjrovv  avrov.     The  speech  of 
the  disciples  in  the  second  Gospel   becomes  a  mere 
statement  of  fact  in  the  third. 

3.  Mark  iii.  7,  8,  Luke  vi.  17.     The  description  of  the 
multitude  which  followed  Jesus,  and  the  enumeration 
of  the  places  whence  they  came,  is  largely  the  same  in 
both  Gospels ;  but  in  Mark  our  Lord  is  retiring  to  the 
sea-shore ;  in  Luke  He  is  taking  His  position  to  preach 
the    discourse    generally    identified    with     Matthew's 
'  Sermon  on  the  Mount.' 

4.  Mark  iv.    19,    Luke    viii.   18,    elcnropevo^vai   in 
Mark  has  for  its   subject   eiriQvfual,  the  lusts  which 
stifle  the  seed  sown.     In  Luke  Tropevopevoi,  occupying 
exactly  the  same  position  in  the  sentence,  refers  to  the 
persons  into  whose  hearts  the  seed  is  cast,  and  agrees 
with  OUTOI. 

5.  Mark    v.    4,    Kal    ovSels    id^vev    avrbv    8a/j,dcrat,. 
Matt.    viii.    28,     ware    /n?)    Itr^veiv     rlva     7rape\6elv. 
In  Mark  lo-^vev   is   properly  used,  'No   one  had  the 
strength  to  subdue  the  demoniac.'     In  Matthew  the 
word  takes  the  place  of  Bvvaa-Bai,  'No  one  could  pass 
that  way.'      Matthew    reproduces   with   a  less   exact 
meaning,  and  in  a  less  fitting  context,  a  word  which 
he  has  remembered  from  his  exemplar. 
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6.  Mark   v.  24,  Matt.  ix.  19,    rjitoKovOei    avrw.      In 
Mark  the  multitude  follows  Jesus,  in  Matthew  Jesus 
follows  Jairus. 

7.  Mark  v.  30,  Luke  viii.  49.     The  statement  of  the 
Evangelist  in  the  second  Gospel  becomes  the  statement 
of  our  Lord  in  the  third. 

8.  Mark  vi.   3,  ov%  o5ro?  ecrriv  o  retcTcav  6  wo?   r?}? 
Mapta? ;    Matt.  xiii.  55,  ou%  OUTO?  ecrriv  6  rov  re/cravo? 
wo?  ;  oi>%  v)  ^rrjp  avrov  \ejerat,  Mapm/i.     wo?  in  Mark 
defined  by  T?}<?  Mapta?,  is  in  Matthew  defined  by  TOU 
re/cToi/05,  yet  occupies  exactly  the  same  position  in  the 
sentence. 

6.  Mark  vi.  16,  ov  eyo*  a7re«:e<£a?uo-a  'Itodvvrjv  ovro? 
7776/3 #77 ;  Luke  ix.  9,  'Iwdvvrjv  ejca  aTre/ce^aXtcra,  rt?  Se 
€<rnv  OUTO?  ;  o5ro?  in  Mark  refers  to  'Iwdvvrjv,  in  Luke 
to  the  unknown  person  about  whom  the  question  is 
asked. 

10.  Mark  vi.  19.     It  is  Herodias  who  wishes  to  kill 
John.     In  Matt.  xiv.  5,  it  is  Herod. 

11.  Mark  vi.  20.    Herod  feared  John ;  Matt.  xiv.  5, 
Herod  feared  the  people. 

12.  Mark  vi.  48,  Matt.  xiv.  24.     In  Mark  the  dis- 
ciples are  hard  pressed  (/3aa-avi%ofj,evov<;)  in  rowing ;  in 
Matthew  the  boat  is  hard  pressed  (fiaa-avffifjuevov)  by 
the  waves. 

13.  Mark  ix.  6,  Matt.  xvii.  6,  Luke  ix.  34.    At  the 
Transfiguration  the  emotion  of  fear  is  ascribed  to  the 
disciples  at  a  different  moment  in  each  record  :  in  Mark 
after  St.  Peter's  speech,  in  Matthew  after  hearing  the 
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voice  from  the  cloud,  in  Luke  as  they  first  entered  into 
the  cloud. 

14.  Mark  ix.    34,    Matt,    xviii.    1,   Luke   ix.    46,   rt? 
(jiei^wv.     In  Mark  and  Luke  this  is  stated  to  be  the 
subject  of  the  disciples'  discussion ;  in   Matthew  it  is 
the  question  they  brought  to  our  Lord. 

15.  Mark  x.  6,  Matt.  xix.  4,  8,  djr'  tt/>%f;?.     In  Mark 
x.  3-5  the  permission  of  divorce  is  discussed  before  the 
divine  law  of  marriage  is  stated  (Mark  x.  6-9).    Matthew 
reverses  the  order,  putting  what  corresponds  to  Mark  x. 
6-9  before  what  corresponds  to  Mark  x.  3-6a.    Thus  the 
expression  in  Mark  x.  6a,  airo  Se  ap%?}9,  is  twice  repeated 
by  Matthew.     The   two   parts   of  the  discourse  were 
apparently    remembered    separately,    this    expression 
being  prefixed  to  one  and  affixed  to  the  other. 

16.  In  the  same  passage,  what  Mark  (x.  3,  4)  records 
as  the  words  of  our  Lord,  Matthew  transfers  to  the  lips 
of  the  Pharisees,  ri  eVeretA-aro  Mwuo-?}?. 

17.  Mark  x.  17,  Luke  xviii.  18,  AiSao-/caXe  ajaOe,  ri 

,  /c.T.X,  becomes  in  Matt.  xix.  16,  AtSacr/caXe  ri 
roirjcrw,  /c.r.X.,  entailing  our  Lord's  simple  reply, 
as  given  in  the  second  and  third  Gospels,  rt  /-te  \eyeis 
d<ya06v,  into  the  somewhat  confused  ri  pe  epwras  irepl 
rov  djadov  of  Matthew.  Is  it  not  possible  that 
Matthew's  source  had  the  ri  carelessly  put  out  of  place, 
&iSda-fca\e  TL  d<ya6e,  a  blunder  miscorrected  in 
Matthew  ? 

18.  Mark    x.    21,    our   Lord    says,    "Ev   o-e 
Matt.  xix.  20,  the  young  man  says,  ri  ert  v 
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19.  Mark  x.  24,  6  Be  'I^o-oO?  rrd\iv  airoKpiBel^  \eyei 
avrois,  becomes  in  Matt.  xix.  24  part  of  our  Lord's 
speech,  rrdkiv  Be  \e<ya)  vuiv. 

20.  Mark  xi.  3,  the  promise  our  Lord  put  into  the 
mouths  of  His  disciples  when  they  wished  to  borrow 
the  colt  for  His  entry  into  Jerusalem,  KOI  evdv?  avrov 
drro<rre.\\ei  (sc.  'Irja-ov?)  ird\iv  wBe,  becomes  in   Matt, 
xxi.  3  a  prediction  of  what  the  owner  of  the  animals 
will  do,  evffvs  Be  drroareKei  avrov?. 

21.  In  Mark  xii.  9,  Luke  xx.  16,  our  Lord  answers 
His  own  question, '  What  will  the  Lord  of  the  vineyard 
do  ?       'Et\evcrerac    ical    airo\ecrei,    row?    yecopyovs.      In 
Matt.  xxi.  41  His  hearers  supply  the  answer,  xa/cow 

drro\ecr€i  avrovs. 

22.  Mark  xii.    15,   o    Be   eiSax;  avrwv  rrjv  viroKpicriv 

vTok  ri  p<=  Treipd^re,  becomes  in  Matt.  xxii. 
18,  elTrev,  ri  pe  Treipd^ere  vTTOKpirai;  the  remark  of 
the  Evangelist  transferred  into  the  question  of  our 
Lord. 

23.  Mark  xii.  20,  OVK  a^icev  eirep^d ;  Matt.  xxii.  25, 
M  e%wi»  a-7rep/j,a  d^rjtcev  TTJV  <yvvatKa  avrov  TW  dSe\(})(5 
avrov.     The  object  of  d^rficev  is  changed. 

24.  Mark  xii.   37,  Kal  6  vroXu?  o^Xos  tficovev  avrov 
TjSe'ft)?.     These  words  obviously  apply  to  what  precedes. 
The  other  Synoptists  connect  them  with  what  follows. 
Luke    xx.  45  seems   to  be    the    intermediate    stage, 
' Afcovovro?    Be    rcdvros    rov   \aov   elrce.v    TO??    /J,a6'r]ralf. 
In  Matt,  xxiii.  1  we  have  rore  6  'I^croO?  e\d\r)o-ev  rot'? 

teal  rot? 
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25.  Mark  xiv.  1, ' The  Passover  was  after  two  days' ; 
Matt.  xxvi.  2,  Jesus  said,  '  Ye  know  that  after  two  days 
is  the  Passover,'  a  change  similar   to   that   recorded 
above  (No.  23). 

26.  Similarly,  the  fact  stated  in  Mark  xiv.  23,  KOL 
CTTIOV  ef  avrov  iravres,  becomes  in  Matt.  xxvi.  part  of  our 
Lord's  command,  rriere  ef  avrov  rrdvres. 

27.  Mark    xiv.    49,    rrpoa-riv^ero    iva  .  .  .   7rape\0g 
air  avrov  ?;  wpa.     Matt.  xxvi.  39,  rrapekdarw  arr'  e'/io£)  TO 
rrorripiov  rovro.      Besides     the    change    from    Oratio 
Obliqua  into  Oratio  Recta,  the  subject  of  the  verb  in 
Mark  is  &pa,  in  Matthew  rror^piov. 

28.  Mark    xiv.    71,    Matt.    xxvi.    74,  OVK    olSa  rbv 
avdpwrcov,  becomes  in  Luke  xxii.    60,  "KvOpwrre,    OVK 
olSa  o  \eyeis. 

29.  Mark    xv.    11,    the    statement   ol   Be   ap^L€pel<i 
aveaetaav  rov    o^ov,  in   Luke  xxiii.  5   appears  as  a 
complaint  against  our  Lord,  ol  £e  eVwr^vop  \eyovre? 
'Avaaeiei  rov  \aov,  K.T.\. 

30.  Mark  xv.  4,  Pilate's  words,  OVK  arroKpivy  ovSev,  are 
in  Matt,  xxvii.  12  turned  into  a  statement  of  fact,  ovBev 
arreicpivaro. 

31.  Mark  xv.   17,  the  word  TrepcnOeaa-iv  is  used  of 
the   encircling   of  our   Lord's  brows  with   the   crown 
of  thorns.     The  same  word  is  used,  in  Matt,  xxvii.  28, 
of  the  encircling   of  His   shoulders   with   the   scarlet 
robe. 

32.  Mark  xv.  36,  the  soldier  who  offers  the  '  vinegar ' 
says,   "A</>eTe,    tSwfAev   el    ep^erai  'HXei'as.      In    Matt. 


56    ST.  MARK  AND  THE  TRIPLE  TRADITION 

xxvii.  49  his  comrades  try  to  restrain  him  with  the 
same  words,  "A<£e?,  ffiwpev,  K.T.\. 

33.  Mark  xvi.  7,  '  There  (in  Galilee)  shall  ye  see  Him 
(/ca#o>9  eljrev  vfuv)  as  (Jesus)  told  yon.'  Matt,  xxviii.  7, 
'There  shall  ye  see  Him  (ISov  elirov  V/MV),  lo,  I  (the 
angel)  have  told  you.'  Luke  xxiv.  6,  fivria-O^re  o>? 
e\d\f]aev  vjjdv  en  wv  ev  rfj  Ta\L\ala,  '  Remember  how 
He  spake  to  you  when  He  was  yet  in  Galilee.'  Here 
we  have  a  threefold  variation  of  meaning  derived 
from  practically  the  same  words. 

These  alter-  These  instances  of  the  use  of  the  same  words  by 
result  of6  different  Evangelists,  with  such  alterations  of  arrange- 
imperfect  ment  and  construction  that  frequently  the  meaning  of 
the  sentences  where  they  occur  is  entirely  changed, 
certainly  seem  to  lend  themselves  more  naturally  to 
the  explanation  that  they  are  the  outcome  of  imperfect 
memory,  than  that  they  are  ingenious  although  fre- 
quently purposeless  alterations  of  a  written  text.  They 
are  indeed  insufficient,  in  the  face  of  opposing  con- 
siderations, to  prove  that  the  writers  of  the  first  and 
third  Gospels  relied  entirely  upon  memory,  but  they 
go  a  long  way  towards  showing  that  they  did  so  to  a 
considerable  extent.  They  had  so  thoroughly  impreg- 
nated themselves  with  the  language  of  their  sources, 
that  they  did  not  trouble  constantly  to  refer  to  them, 
but  rather  kept  themselves  under  their  general 
guidance. 
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TRACES  OF  A  '  FOUNDATION  DOCUMENT  '  BEHIND  OUR 
SECOND  GOSPEL,  AND  PROBABLE  CHARACTER  OF  THE 
USE  MADE  OF  IT  BY  THE  OTHER  SYNOPTISTS. 

WE  have  hitherto  been  assuming  that  we  have  in  our  Not  the 
second  Gospel  the  veritable  source  which  supplied,  as  a  Q 
whole,  or  in  fragments,  the  writers  of  the  first  and  third  we  have  it 

11  0  TV  1  fl  V 

with  matter.     Before  Matthew  and  Luke  copied  down  behind  the 
that  which  they  have  in  common  with  Mark,  the  whole  first  and 

J  .  third. 

of  his  Gospel  had  been  written  practically  as  we  have 

it    now.      Further    consideration,    however,    suggests  Agree- 


as 


that  this  view  must  be  modified.     In  a  considerable 


number   of   instances    Matthew    and    Luke   agree   as  aud  third 

•n  r     i          T  i  -11       against  the 

against  Mark.  It  is  true  that,  compared  with  the  second. 
multitude  of  cases  in  which  Mark  sides  with  one  of 
the  two  as  against  the  other,  the  number  of  such 
agreements  is  insignificant,  and  their  character  is  more 
insignificant  than  their  number.  The  explanation  of 
them  that  they  are  the  combined  results  of  (A)  accident, 
(J5)  early  assimilation,  (C)  the  influence  of  other  docu- 
ments telling  in  part  the  same  story  as  our  second 
Gospel,  will  no  doubt  carry  us  a  considerable  way,  but 
it  is  doubtful  whether  they  will  altogether  account  for 
the  phenomena. 
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Some  A.  The  great  majority  of  these  verbal   agreements 

f^ JI  may  easily  have  arisen  by  accident.  The  writers  of 
accident,  the  first  and  third  Gospels,  if  they  had  the  second 
before  them,  undoubtedly  manipulated  it,  or  found  it 
manipulated  in  two  ways — it  was  condensed,  and  it  was 
made  more  literary  in  style.  We  have  already  seen 
reason  to  think  that  they  found  it  more  or  less 
mutilated ;  if  the  mutilation  was  intentional,  that  which 
was  left  would  probably  be  to  some  extent  condensed 
as  well.  The  literary  polish  they  certainly  added,  each 
in  his  own  way. 

instances.  Nevertheless  in  many  instances  the  same  improve- 
ment of  style  appears  in  both  writers.  Very  often  it 
consists  in  the  insertion  of  a  connecting  particle :  ovv, 
Matt.  xxi.  40,  Luke  xx.  15,  etc.;  tcai,  Matt.  xxiv.  7, 
Luke  xxi.  11,  etc. ;  yap,  Matt.  xxiv.  5,  Luke  xxi.  8,  etc. 
Sometimes  the  subject  or  object  of  the  verb,  in  Mark 
understood,  in  the  others  is  expressed,  e.g.  Matt.  xvii.  18, 
Luke  ix.  42.  Sometimes  we  find  a  similar  phrase  of 
transition  from  one  incident  to  another,  e.g.  Matt.  xvii.  5, 
Luke  ix.  3,  en  avrov  \a\ovvros — ravra  Se  avTov  \eyovro?', 
or  the  insertion  of  simple  explanatory  participles,  \e<ywv, 
aicovcras,  etc.,  e.g.  Matt.  xvii.  5,  Luke  ix.  35,  Matt, 
xix.  22,  Luke  xviii.  23 ;  or  the  substitution  of  more 
classical  words  for  expressions  characteristic  of  the 
vernacular,  e.g.  K\LVIJ  for  Kpd/3 'arrov,  Matt.  ix.  2,  Luke 
v.  18  ;  rprj/j.a  for  rpv^a\ia,  Matt.  xix.  24,  Luke  xviii.  25, 
or  the  frequent  change  of  tyrj,  e\eye  into  etTre.  In  fact, 
a  very  large  proportion  of  the  agreements  of  Matthew 
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and  Luke  as  against  Mark  might  well  be  reckoned  as 
falling  under  the  category  of  obvious  remodelling  of 
style.  The  following  may  perhaps  be  due  to  the  same 
cause  :— 

Mark  i.   10,  el8ev  a-^i^o^evov^  rot"?   ovpdvovs  ;  Matt. 
iii.  16,  r)veq)')(dri(rav  ol  ovpavoi]  Luke  iii.  20,  avew^- 
Qr]vai  rov  ovpavov. 
Mark  i.  12,  eicftd\\ei  ;  Matt.  iv.  1,  avr)%Qv)  ;  Luke.  iv.  1, 


Mark  i.  43,  omitted  in  the  parallel  passages  of  the 

other  Synoptics. 
Mark  ii.  12,  e^j\0ev;  Matt.  ix.  7,  Luke  v.  25,  drrr{\dev 

elf  rov   OLKOV   avrov  ;  the   phrase   having  already 

occurred  in  all   three   Gospels  in   the  preceding 

verse. 
Mark   ii.    21,   empdrrrei;    Matt.    ix.    16,    eVi/3aXXet  ; 

Luke  v.  36,  /3aXXet. 
Mark  iv.    15,  rov  \6yov  rov  €<r7rapfj,evov  et9  avrovs', 

Matt.    xiii.    19,    eairappevov   ev   rfj  xapbia   avrwv  ; 

Luke   viii.    12,    aipei  rov    \6yov    arro    rijs    icapoias 


avrwv. 


Mark  vi.   10,    OTTOV  eav   ela-ekdrjre   et<?   oirclav',   Matt. 
x.  10,  6t9  T)V  av  rr6\iv,  K.r.\. ;  Luke  ix.  4,  efc  f)v  av 


oiKiav. 


Mark  viii.  15,  /S^eVere  arro ;  Matt.  xvi.  6,  Luke  xii.  1, 

rrpocre^ere  diro. 
Mark  viii.  29,  Su  el  o  xpwros;  Matt.  xvi.   16  adds 

6  yt'o?  rov  Oeov  rov  £wz/T09 ;  Luke  ix.  20  has  rov 

ypiarov  rov  deoi). 
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Mark  ix.  18,  OVK  la-^va-av  ;  Matt.  xvii.  16,  Luke  ix.  40, 


OVK 


Instances 
of  early 
assimila- 
tion. 


Mark  ix.  31,  6  vi'os  rov  avdpcoirov  TrapaSiSorai.     This 
vivid   present  is   tamed  down   into   a  future  in 
Matt.  xvii.  22,  Luke  ix.  44,  /ie'AAet  TrapaSlSoa-dat. 
Mark  x.  30,  eKarovraTrXaa-iova;  Matt.  xix.  19,  Luke 

xviii.  30,  TroXXavrXacrtWa. 

Mark  xi.  2,  \va-are  avrov   KOI   $epere;  Matt.  xxi.  1, 
\v<ravTe<>   djdyere  ;  Luke  xix.   30,   \vcravre<f  avrov 
djdyere. 
Mark  xi.  3,  etVare;  Matt.  xxi.  3,  Luke  xix.  31,  the 

future  epelre  is  used. 

B.  Four  instances  might  be  explicable  as  very  early 
assimilations  of  the  language  of  Matthew  to  Luke,  or 
vice  versa. 

Mark  ii.  22,  6  oli/o?  dTro'XXvrai  ical  ol  dcrtcoi',  Matt. 
ix.  17,  Kal  6  olvos  eK^elrat  KOL  ol  dcrtcol  aTroXXvvTai  ; 
Luke  V.  37,  Kal  avro?  eK^vOrjcrerai,  KCU  ol  dcncoi  airo- 
\OVVTCU.  Comparison  of  these  passages  suggests  the 
insertion  of  eV^etrai  in  Matthew  from  memory  of 
eK%v0ij(reTai  in  Luke. 

Mark  iv.  41,  Kal  e^o/Stjdijo-av  (f>6@ov  [teyav.  In 
Matthew  there  is  no  mention  of  fear  but  of  astonish- 
ment (viii.  27),  OL  $e  avOpwiroi,  edavfjiaa-av.  Luke  com- 
bines both  emotions,  (f)o/3rjdevre<i  Se  sdav^aaav.  Here 
the  third  Gospel  appears  to  be  the  borrower. 

Mark  ix.  19,  Matt.  xvii.  17,  Luke  ix.  41.  Matthew 
and  Luke  insert  Kal  SLecrrpa/ji/uLevr]. 

Mark  xiv.  65,  Matt.  xxvi.  28,  Luke  xxii.  64.     The 
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phrase  Trpofajrevaov  rt?  €ariv  o  Traicras  ere,  on  this 
theory,  must  have  been  inserted  in  Matthew  from 
Luke.  For  whereas  Mark  and  Luke  contain  the 
mention  of  the  covering  of  our  Lord's  face,  which  gives 
point  to  the  demand  for  this  particular  'prophecy,' 
Matthew  omits  that  detail. 

Possibly  some  of  the  instances  ascribed  above  to 
accident,  are  really  due  to  this  cause.  If  the  very 
general  opinion  among  scholars  is  correct,  that  the 
second  Gospel  fell  into  disuse  after  the  publication  of 
the  first  and  third,  in  consequence  of  their  using  up  the 
matter  contained  in  it,  and  that  to  this  cause  is  due  the 
mutilation  of  its  close,  then  the  period  when  the  first 
and  third  were  so  exclusively  studied  may  easily  have 
produced  such  assimilations,  which  may  have  won  their 
way  so  as  to  leave  no  further  trace  of  the  original 
Gospel  so  assimilated  than  we  have  of  the  original 
ending  of  the  second  Gospel. 

C.  Another  cause  of  agreements  between   Matthew  instances 
and  Luke  as  against  Mark  may  be  the  use  by  the  two  ° 
former  of  documents  which  occasionally  relate  incidents  resulting 

,.  ,         ,  •        i   •      T\T      i  from  use  of 

or  discourses  already  contained  m  Mark.  overlapping 

Mark  iv.  31.  The  anacoluthon  in  this  verse  is  documents. 
evaded  in  Matt.  xiii.  31,  ov  \af3wv  civOpcoTros  ea-Treipev, 
in  Luke  xiii.  19,  ov  \a{3ow  civOpwTro?  e/3aXe.  The  fact 
that  in  both  Matthew  and  Luke  this  parable  is  im- 
mediately followed  by  that  of  the  leaven  which  Mark 
has  not,  seems  a  clear  indication  that  the  writers 
of  the  first  and  third  Gospels  had  access  to  some 
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record  of  our  Lord's  parables  containing  these  two  in 
juxtaposition. 

In  the  Marcan  account  of  the  Mission  of  the  Twelve 
some  discrimination  is  shown  as  to  what  the  disciples 
may,  and  what  they  may  not,  provide  themselves  with. 
Mark  vi.  8,  9,  enjoins  them  to  carry  a  staff  and  to  wear 
sandals,  whereas  in  Matt.  x.  16,  and  Luke  ix.  3,  all  the 
articles  mentioned  are  forbidden  including  these.  It 
is  noteworthy  in  this  connection  that  Luke's  account  of 
the  Mission  of  the  Seventy  forbids  precisely  the  same 
articles  (Luke  x.  4),  and  that  this  passage  contains  a 
good  deal  which  we  find  in  Matthew's  record  of  the 
Mission  of  the  Twelve. 

Mark  ix.  29.  Instead  of  this  verse,  Matt.  xvii.  20 
gives  words  obviously  drawn  from  the  same  source 
as  Luke  xvii.  6.  It  may  be  that  the  writer  of  the  first 
Gospel  missed  the  point  of  the  answer  as  recorded  in 
the  second,  or  perhaps  his  Marcan  document  altered  it 
out  of  tenderness  for  the  reputation  of  the  Twelve. 

Mark  ix.  35.  Another  saying  known  to  the  writers 
of  the  first  and  third  Gospels  is  given  in  a  different 
connection  in  Luke  xxii.  26,  but  is  interwoven  by 
Matthew  with  that  here  given  by  Mark  (Matt,  xxiii.  11). 

Mark  ix.  37,  41,  Matt.  x.  40,  42,  Luke  ix.  48.  These 
sayings  appear  in  the  first  Gospel  as  part  of  our  Lord's 
charge  to  the  Twelve.  We  have  already  had  evidence 
that  for  that  charge  the  first  Gospel  does  not  depend 
solely  upon  Mark. 

Mark  ix.  42   is  reproduced  in  Luke  xvii.  1,  2,  in 
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another  context.  The  parallel  passage  to  Mark  in  the 
first  Gospel  (Matt,  xviii.  6,  7)  is  coloured  from  the 
source  whence  Luke  xvii.  1,  2  is  drawn  (cf.  Matt, 
xviii.  7,  and  Luke  xvii.  1). 

Mark  xiii.,  Matt,  xxiv.,  Luke  xxi.  The  report  in  the 
first  Gospel  of  the  great  eschatological  discourse  repeats 
several  ideas  and  much  of  the  language  of  the  charge 
to  the  Twelve,  as  given  in  the  same  Gospel  and  in 
Mark  (cf.  Matt.  x.  17,  18,  22,  Matt.  xxiv.  9,  Mark  xiii. 
9,  13,  and  Matt.  x.  19,  22,  Mark  xiii.  11-13).  Another 
discourse  found  in  Luke  xvii.  20-37  contains  passages 
similar  to  Mark  xiii.  (cf.  Mark  xiii.  15,  16,  Luke  xvii.  31, 
and  Mark  xiii.  21,  Luke  xvii.  26,  27).  This  Lucan  dis- 
course also  contains  language  and  thoughts  reproduced 
in  Matt,  xxiv.,  but  not  in  Mark  xiii.  (cf.  Luke  xvii.  24, 
Matt.  xxiv.  26,  27,  Luke  xvii.  26,  27,  Matt.  xxiv.  37-39, 
Luke  xvii.  34,  35,  Matt.  xxiv.  40,  41). 

These  instances  are  taken  from  sayings  and  discourses 
of  our  Blessed  Lord,  and  suggest  the  use  by  the  writers 
of  the  first  and  third  Gospels  of  some  such  work  as  we 
may  imagine  the  \6<yia  Kvpia/cd  to  have  been,  which 
Papias  tells  us  were  written  by  St.  Matthew  in  Hebrew. 
If  we  can  suppose  that  they  were  entirely,  or  to  a 
large  extent,  recorded  without  mention  of  time  or  place 
of  utterance,  and  that  different  traditions  were  afloat 
on  these  points,  the  phenomena  presented  by  the  way 
in  which  they  are  woven  into  the  Gospel  narrative 
would  be  accounted  for.  Of  course,  nothing  is  more 
likely  than  that  our  Lord  frequently  repeated  Himself. 
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It  is  not  necessary  to  reject  one  tradition  in  accepting 
another. 

The  following  appear  to  be  instances  of  the  use  by 
the  writers  of  the  first  and  third  Gospels  of  docu- 
ments based  on  the  same  oral  tradition  as  Mark,  but 
fuller.1 

Mark  i.  7,  8,  Matt.  iv.  11,  12,  Luke  iii.  16,  17.  The 
first  and  third  Gospels  draw  from  a  narrative  of  the 
preaching  of  the  Baptist  which  includes  and  adds  to 
the  prophecy  contained  in  Mark. 

Mark  i.  12,  13.  The  mention  of  our  Lord's  Tempta- 
tion in  the  second  Gospel  is  expanded  in  the  first  and 
third  Gospels  in  a  way  which  strongly  suggests  depend- 
ence of  both  on  a  document  unknown  to  Mark,  Matt. 
iv.  1-11,  Luke  iv.  1-13. 

Mark  iii.  19-30,  Matt.  xii.  22-32,  Luke  xi.  14-23.  For 
a  discussion  of  these  passages  see  above,  page  33.  The 
first  Gospel  further  records  as  a  distinct  occurrence 
what  looks  very  like  another  version  of  the  same  event. 
If  with  Westcott  and  Hort  the  genuineness  of  Matt. 
ix.  34  is  to  be  suspected,  the  probability  that  the 
incidents  were  different  is  somewhat  strengthened,  as 

1  Sir  J.  C.  Hawkins,  Hor.  Syn.,  p.  175,  dismisses  as  improbable 
the  suggestion  of  an  '  early  non-Marcan  document  to  which  the 
compilers  of  the  first  and  third  Gospels  were  able  to  refer.'  In  this 
he  seems  justified,  but  he  does  not  consider  the  possibility  of  glosses, 
enlargements,  and  additions  made  by  other  hands  to  the  Marcan 
story,  the  Marcan  document  coming  into  the  hands  of  Matthew  and 
Luke  thus  altered.  Further,  the  phenomena  of  '  doublets '  discussed 
by  him  (Hor.  Syn.,  Pt.  n.  §  4)  show  clearly  that  traditions  did  some- 
times overlap. 
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also  the  case  for  a  very  early  assimilation  of  one  Gospel 
to  another.  However,  the  occurrence  of  these  similar 
instances  warrants  the  supposition  that  if  the  writer  of 
the  first  Gospel  had  three  distinct  versions  to  draw 
from  he  would  have  given  them  as  three  distinct 
incidents.  The  source  he  used  in  addition  to  Mark 
iii.  19-30,  if  indeed  he  used  our  second  Gospel  as  we 
have  it,  was  a  commingling  of  the  Marcan  and  Lucan 
elements  of  the  story.1 

The  positive  agreements  of  Matthew  and  Luke  as  Negative 
against  Mark  will  almost  always  fall  in  with  one 
other  of  the  explanations  given  above,  but  there  are  third  Gos- 

,  •  -11  .    .  ,  pels  against 

negative  agreements  as  well  as  positive  to  be  accounted  second. 
for.  And  what  is  true  of  the  insertions  is  also  true  of 
the  omissions.  In  the  aggregate  they  amount  to  a 
great  many.  Almost  every  section  of  the  second 
Gospel  if  compared  with  its  parallels  in  the  other 
Synoptics  will  provide  instances,  and  some  in  con- 
siderable numbers.  A  reason  more  or  less  plausible 
can  be  given  for  all. 

Three  complete  sections   of  Mark   are   wanting   to  Sections  of 
Matthew  and  Luke,  viz.  iv.  26-29,  vii.  31-37,  viii.  22-26.  "econd 

Gospel 

Matthew  may  be  said  to  have  substituted  for  the  first  wanting  in 
a  parable  on  a  similar  subject,  that  of  the  Tares  and 
the  Wheat  (Matt.  xiii.  24-30),  and  to  have  omitted  the 
other  two  because  he  considered  the  gradual  character 
of  the  cures  narrated  to  rob  them  of  iinpressiveness. 
Luke  relied  on  another  document  in  narrating  the 

1  See  above,  p.  33. 
E 
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great  series  of  parables,  while  the  two  miracles  fall 
into  that  large  series  of  incidents  passed  over  which 
goes  by  the  name  of  the  'great  omission.'  One  feels 
that  the  reason  given  for  the  omission  of  the  parable 
of  the  seed  growing  secretly  is  very  unsatisfactory. 
The  parable  of  the  Tares  and  the  Wheat,  which 
Matthew  substitutes,  conveys  altogether  a  different 
lesson,  and  the  reason  for  its  insertion  at  this  point 
may  just  as  easily  be  because  it  follows  the  parable  of 
the  Sower  as  because  it  was  substituted  for  another 
'  corn  '  parable.  Similarly,  the  fact  that  Luke  probably 
made  use  of  another  document  besides  Mark  here  does 
not  account  for  his  failing  to  reproduce  Mark's  parable. 
Nothing  quite  equivalent  takes  its  place. 
Omissions  When  we  pass  from  whole  sections  to  isolated  details 


of  details     ^he  possible  reasons  for  omission  suggest  themselves 

of  second 

Gospel  by    readily  enough.     The  great  number  ot  them,  however, 
the  first      strikes  the  student  as  unnatural,  and  some  seem  to 

and  third. 

militate  against  quite  distinctive  characteristics  of  the 
Unsatis-  writers  who  omit.  Luke's  particularity  about  names 
factory  an(j  fa^g  shows  itself  almost  as  prominently  in  the 

character  L  ' 

of  expiana-  Acts  as  in  the  Gospels.     If  he  had  before  him  the  fact 

tions  giren.  ^^    ,  gimon    peter    an(J    faOSQ    w]ao    were    witn    nim 

tracked  down  '  our  Lord  (Mark  i.  36),  he  would  not  be 
likely  to  dilute  the  expression  into  the  vague  phrase 
'the  crowds  were  seeking  for  Him'  (Luke  iv.  42).  If 
he  knew  that  the  disciples  mentioned  two  hundred 
pence  as  an  approximate  calculation  of  the  amount 
required  to  feed  five  thousand  men  (Mark  vi.  37),  that 
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was  just  the  sort  of  detail  he  would  make  haste  to 
record.  If  he  had  read  the  account  as  it  appears  in 
our  second  Gospel  of  the  healing  of  the  blind  man  at 
Jericho,  we  should  certainly  find  Bartimaeus  figuring 
by  name  in  his  record  (Mark  x.  46).  He  would  not 
tell  us  generally  that  the  disciples  asked  the  questions 
which  gave  rise  to  the  great  eschatological  discourse 
if  he  had  been  aware  that  the  questioners  were  the 
four  fishermen  of  Galilee  (Mark  xiii.  3).  He  would 
never  have  omitted  the  fact  that  our  Lord  was  crucified 
at  the  third  hour  (Mark  xv.  25)  had  he  found  it  in  his 
exemplar. 

In  Mark  iv.  35  we  find  an  explicit  assertion  of 
chronological  sequence,  eV  eiee'ivy  ry  rjpepq,  which  Luke 
omits  and  Matthew  sets  aside,  placing  the  incident  at 
at  earlier  stage  in  our  Lord's  ministry.  Matthew  may 
have  deliberately  intended  to  contradict  Mark,  but  it 
is  more  probable,  considering  the  general  deference  he 
pays  to  his  Marcan  source,  that  he  did  not  find  this 
expression  there.  For  the  same  reason,  it  seems  highly 
improbable  that  Matthew  should  represent  the  circum- 
stances which  led  to  the  death  of  the  Baptist  so  differ- 
ently from  Mark  if  he  had  our  second  Gospel  before 
him  (cf.  Mark  vi.  19,  20,  Matt.  xiv.  5),  and  yet  of  the 
two  accounts  who  can  doubt  that  Mark's  is  the  correct 
one?  Sometimes  we  have  a  striking  saying  such  as 
Mark  ii.  27,  '  The  Sabbath  was  made  for  man  and  not 
man  for  the  Sabbath,'  omitted  by  both,  or  the  mention 
of  the  '  baptism '  which  lay  before  our  Lord  omitted 
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and  third 
second 


theory 
account  ? 


from  one  of  the  other  Synoptics  (Mark  x.  38,  cf.  Matt. 
xx.  22).  The  great  majority  of  omissions,  however,  are 
of  those  minute  and  varied  details  with  which  the 
second  Gospel  abounds,  and  which  of  course  may  not 
have  appealed  to  less  vivid  writers. 

For  these        We  have,  then,  scattered   throughout  the  narrative 
common  to  the  three  Evangelists  a  number  of  expres- 
sions occurring  in  the  first  and  third  Gospels,  but  absent 
from  the  second;  and  conversely, a  number  of  expressions 
Gospel,  can  an(j  details  of  description   in   the  second  Gospel,  but 
omitted  from  the  first  and  third.     Plausible  reasons  can 
be  found  for  most  of  these,  but  the  great  number  of 
them  combined  suggests  a  strong  doubt  whether  it  is 
sound  criticism  to  meet  and  overcome  them  one  by 
one,  and  whether  a  theory  which  will  account  for  them 
Aeon-        all  is  not  more  likely  to  be  correct.     Now  it  is  remark- 
narrative     a^e  now  complete  and  continuous  a  narrative  can  be 
can  be        formed  by  writing  out  every  expression  common  to 
of  language  Mark  and  one  or  both  of  the  other  Synoptics,  together 
common  to  with  expressions  in  the  common  narrative  in  which  the 

Jin  v  t  w  o 

of  these  other  Synoptics  agree  as  against  Mark.  Only  a  few 
words  have  to  be  supplied  from  time  to  time  in  order 
to  complete  the  sense,  and  these  are  generally  necessary 
only  at  the  commencement  of  the  sections  into  which 
the  narrative  falls,  e.g.  Mark  i.  2-20 ;  Matt.  iii.  1-6, 
11-17,  iv.  1,  2,  11,  17-22 ;  Luke  iii.  1-4,  7,  15-22,  iv.  1,  2, 
13,  v.  1,  2,  10,  11. 

'Ia>dvvrj<$    o    flcnrTifav    (fcal)    tcrjpvcrcrwv     ev 


Gospels. 


Example. 


rrf 
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yeypaTrrat,  l  tV  'Hcra/a,  TO>  irpofajry,  (^wvrj  ftowvros  ev  rr/ 
epi'ifJia)  eroi^daare  T?)Z>  oSov  Kvpiov,  evOeias  Troieire  rds 
rplfiovs  avrov'  Kal  e^eTropevero  Trpo?  avrov  iraaa  17 
'lovoWa  /cal  'lepocroXvfj.a  K.CLI  rcaaa  f)  Trepfycapos  rov 
'lopSdvov,  Kal  e/3a7rri£ovro  VTT'  avrov  ev  r&5  'lopSdvp 

avrwv  (Kal  r)v)  o 


Trepl  rrjv  oacfrvv  avrov  Kal  ecrdcov  a«rp/Sa?  Kal 
ciypiov-      (Kal  eKtjpva-aev)  \eywv,  'E<yai   vSari, 

ep^erat  Se  6  icrxypbrepos  fj,ov  orriaw  fjiov,  ov  OVK 
\vaac  3  rov  ifjudvra  rS)v  VTroBrj/^drcov  avrov. 
/SaTTTtcrei  uyu,a?  ev  Trvev/jiari  dyia)'*  (Kal)  eyevero 
drco  r?}?  FaXtXa/a?,  (Kal)  efiaTrriadr]  et?  TOV 
'lopSdvrjv  V7TO  'Itodvvov,  (/cal)  evdvs  /SaTrricr^et?  dve/3tj 
(e'/c)  roi)  ySaro?,  /cal  etSey  dveat'xQevras  5  TOU?  ovpdvovs 
Kal  TO  7rvev/Jia  a>9  Trepiarepdv  Kardftawov  eV  avrov. 
Kat  (f)O>vrj  IK  rwv  ovpdvtov?  ^v  el  o  vios  /AOU  6  dyaTrr)- 
TO9,  eV  crol  ev86Kr]cra. 

Kal  TO  TTvevpa  ayet  (avrov)  et?  Tr/i/  epr)/j,ovt  Kal  rjv  ev 

1  This  order  seems  to  me  to  account  for  the  transference  of   the 
quotation  in  Matthew  to  the  lips  of  the  Baptist. 

2  The  order  is  that  of  Matthew  and  Luke. 

3  Matthew's  /SdcrTacrat  is  a  variant  from  oral  tradition. 

4  After  some  hesitation  I  have  decided  to  reject  Kal  wvpi  from  this 
foundation  document.     One  would  expect  it  in  Acts  i.  5,  especially  as 
Luke  gives  it  in  his  Gospel.     He  seems  to  give  the  quotation  in  the 
Acts  as  he  remembers  it  in  the  Marcan  document. 

B  crxtfo^cous  a  vivid  touch  of  the  writer  of  the  second  Gospel.  St. 
Andrew,  St.  Peter's  brother,  was  a  disciple  of  the  Baptist.  This 
expression,  as  well  as  e/c^dXXei  and  pera  TWI>  OT]plui>  below,  may  come 
from  St.  Peter. 

''  Matthew's  05ros  tVrt,  K.T.\.,  is  a  confusion  with  the  later  voice, 
Matt.  xvii.  5. 
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ry   eprjfjici)   recrcrepaKovra   rjfAepas    7reipa%6/-iei>os    VTTO   rov 
2,arava  l  Kal  ol  ay<ye\oi  SITJKOVOVV  avro). 

(Mera)  Se  (TO)  7rapao~o0fjvai  'Iwdvvrjv  (r)\0ev)  6  ' 
et?  rr)V   Ta\i\dtav  Kripvacrwv  (on)  fj^eravoelre 
(yap)  ?)  /3aai\ela  (rov  ®eoO). 

(Kal  trapdywv)  rrapa   TTJV   6d\aa(Tav   rrjs 

Kal  'AvSpeav  rov  d8e\(j)bv 
(eV)  rf)  0a\.dcrcrrj,  rjaav  <ydp  aXeei?.     Kal 
aurot?   6   'Ir)(rov$   Aeure   OTT/CTW    ftov,    Kal    Troirjaa) 
yevecrOai    aXeei?    dvdpcoTrwv.       (Kal)   evOvs    d(£>6VTe$    ra 
BiKTVa  rjfcoXovdrjcrav  avra>.     Kal  irpoftas  elftev  "'Id/cwftov 
TOV    rov    ZeySeSa/ou    Kal    'Iwdwyv    rov    aSeX^oi/     avrov 
ev    TW    TrXoteo    Karaprl&vras    ra    St/crwa.       Kal    evdvs 
eKa\ecrev  avrovs.     Kal  d<frevr6s  rov  rrdrepa  avrwv  ev  rm 
rr\oiu>   r/KO\ov0iiaav  avrw.      Here   we  have  to  supply 
twenty-two  words  in  a  passage  containing  285,  and  in 
this  number  is  included  the  conjunction  /cat  eight  times 
repeated.     If  the  same  system  be  continued  through 
the  triple  tradition  about  the  same  proportion,  and  the 
same   character   of  words  will    have   to    be  inserted 
sug-     throughout.     The  result  will  be  a  simple  narrative  of 
foundation  indents,  containing  but  little  discourse,  and  somewhat 
document,   tame    and    lifeless    in    character.2      This    foundation 
narrative,  if  it  ever  existed  in  written  form,  was  repro- 
duced in  nearly  all  its  incidents  in  the  first  Gospel, 

1  Matthew  and  Luke  use  the  Greek  word  5iei/3oAos. 

2  Wernle,    Syn.  Frage,  pp.  55,  56,  brings  into   consideration   the 
Western  Text  of  D. ,  and  the  Curetonian  and  Sinaitic  Syriac.     Whilst 
rightly  regarding  this  text  as  due  to  ancient  revision,  and   that  of 
an  harmonistic  tendency,  he  tries  to  show  that  the  Marcan  text  so 
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although  with  considerable  condensations  as  regards 
detail  especially  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  story.  Its 
incidents  were  only  partially  reproduced,  although  in 
general  with  a  greater  regard  to  detail  in  the  third 
Gospel.  In  both  these  Gospels  it  was  very  largely 
supplemented  from  other  sources.  The  writer  of  the 
second  Gospel,  on  the  other  hand,  would  appear  to  have 
scarcely  supplemented  it  at  all.  What  he  did  was  to 
work  over  it,  adding  names  and  details  and  vivid 
touches  with  a  view  to  making  it  a  lifelike  narrative 
of  the  Saviour's  earthly  ministry.  Now,  supposing 
such  a  Greek  Gospel  to  have  existed  in  very  early 
days,  and  to  have  been  reckoned  of  such  importance  as 
to  form  one  of  the  chief  sources  to  three  of  the  four 
Gospels,  which  ultimately  received  the  imprimatur  of  which 
the  Church  as  the  only  trustworthy  accounts  of  our 


Saviour's  earthly  life,  it  stands  to  reason  that  such  a  to  eminence 
document  must  have  owed  its  high  reputation  either  to  ^  of  place 
the  known  character  and  position  of  its  author,  or  to°forigin' 

1  /-n  i  •   t     r>  -t    •  or  of  both. 

that  of  the  local  Church  which  first  possessed  it  —  most 
probably  to  both  these  causes  combined.  If  this 
document  contained  the  testimony  of  one  of  the  fore- 
most of  the  Apostles,  and  was  preserved  by  one  of  the 
most  important  churches,  say  that  of  Jerusalem1  or 

treated  was  of  an  earlier  character  than  our  present  one.  The 
instances  he  gives  do  not  appear  to  me  very  convincing.  The  best  are 
Mark  x.  24,  29,  where  he  gives  some  reason  to  suspect  the  original 
existence  of  'doublets.' 

1  Dr.  Stanton,  Hastings'  D.  B.,  vol.  ii.  Gospels,  p.  239,  represents 
the  need  of  some  account  of  the  life,  teaching,  and  death  of  Jesus  as 
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Not  written  Antiocb,  many  difficulties  would  be  cleared  up.     We 

tionPU      '"  must  not  indeed  suppose  it  to  have  been  written  for 

publication,  but  rather  as  a  basis  for  the  oral  instructions 

delivered  by  the  pastors  and  teachers  at  the  meetings 

of    the   brethren.      Nor   would   copies   be   multiplied. 

Among  Christians  of  the  first  two  generations  there 

was  no  publishing  firm  like  that  of  the  brothers  Sosii 

at  Rome  to  spread  far  and  wide  written  accounts  of  the 

facts  accepted  by  the  early  Church.     The  document 

had   not   acquired   a   sacred    character   to   make   the 

possession  of  it  as  a  whole  an  object  of  ambition  to 

Copied  for  private  persons.     If  copied  at  all  it  would  be  copied  for 

practical     practical  purposes,  and   only  in   so   far   as   it   served 

purposes  * 

and  not  practical  purposes. 

word  Probably   not   even   the   words    of    our   Lord   were 

This  ap-  regarded  in  their  Greek  dress  as  inviolably  sacred.     It 

phes  even  was  waQ  know_n  the  Greek  words  represented  the  sense 

to  quota- 
tions of  our  of  an  Aramaic  original.     Greater  care  indeed  seems  to 

Lord  s  own  kave  been  taken  to  preserve  intact  the  Greek  expres- 

words. 

sions  representing  our  Lord's  words  than  those  narrating 
His  acts.  For  example,  out  of  661  verses  in  the  second 
Gospel,  expressions  apparently  taken  from  565  appear 
in  the  first.2  If  we  divide  these  into  the  four  classes 
mentioned  above :  (1)  where  the  verses  are  almost  if  not 
altogether  identical  in  both  Gospels,  (2)  where  the 

not  likely  to  be  felt  for  some  time.  But  if  we  are  to  believe  that 
St.  Peter's  sermon  on  the  Day  of  Pentecost  resulted  in  the  accession 
of  3000  souls  to  the  Church,  would  not  that  of  itself  cause  the 
need? 

1  See  Appendix  I. 


USE  OF  THE  FOUNDATION  DOCUMENT  73 

similarity  between  them  precludes  any  other  theory 
but  that  of  a  common  source,  (3)  where  the  similarity 
suggests  such  a  theory,  (4)  where  the  similarity  is 
too  slight  to  form  the  basis  of  any  such  theory,  then  the 
proportion  of  verses  in  the  first  class  consisting  mainly 
of  our  Lord's  sayings  to  those  consisting  mainly  of 
narrative  is  59  per  cent.,  in  the  second  33,  in  the  third 
25,  and  in  the  fourth  21.  A  similar  result  follows  from 
the  comparison  of  the  second  and  third  Gospels.  In 
this  case,  out  of  a  total  of  456  verses  common,  more  or 
less,  to  the  two  Gospels,  the  proportion  of  verses  con- 
taining sayings  of  our  Lord  is  in  the  first  class  62  per 
cent.,  in  the  second  39,  in  the  third  26,  and  26  also  in 
the  fourth.  This  greater  exactness  in  reproducing  the 
Greek  rendering  of  our  Lord's  sayings  is  a  natural 
result  of  pondering  over  the  words  in  order  to  reach 
the  fulness  of  their  meaning.  The  care  taken,  however, 
falls  far  short  of  what  one  would  expect  had  the  Greek 
rendering  been  supposed  correct  according  to  the  exact- 
ness of  verbal  inspiration. 

Now  we  may  reasonably  conclude  that  among  those  Mission- 
who  were  acquainted  with  this  foundation  record  were  anes  took 

extracts 

some  who  felt  called,  or  who  were  in  the  further  stage  from  this 
of  being  commissioned  by  the  Church,  to  carry  the 
Gospel  into  other  lands.  In  an  age  when  writing  was 
extensively  practised,  we  should  expect  such  persons 
to  make  copious  notes  or  even  to  copy  out  large 
portions  of  this  document,  and  such  copies  or  collec- 
tions of  extracts  may  easily  have  passed  into  the  hands 
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Guided  in  of  the  writers  of  the  first  and  third  Gospels.  In 
byeithe  '  making  them  the  transcribers  would  have  specialty  in 
needs  of  view  the  provision  of  matter  for  their  own  sermons  and 

their  con-     .  .  -,  -    •,  •  --1-111 

verts.  instructions,  and  would  be  mainly  guided  by  the  con- 
sideration of  what  would  be  beneficial  to  their  hearers. 
They  might  regard  it  as  inexpedient  to  relate  to  the 
unconverted,  or  newly  converted,  stories  which  appeared 
to  reflect  discredit  on  any  of  the  Twelve.  If  the 
document  which  came  into  the  hands  of  the  writer 
of  the  third  Gospel  had  been  transcribed  by  a  mission- 
ary to  the  Gentiles,  he  may  well  have  omitted  narratives 
which  appeared  better  fitted  for  the  instruction  of 
Jews,  and  more  likely  to  encumber  than  help  his  work, 
through  the  necessity  which  would  lie  on  him  of  fre- 
quently explaining  minute  points  of  Jewish  law  and 

Hence  the   custom.     Thus,  although  the  writers  of  the  first  and 

of  partial^  third  Gospels  may  have  intended  to  record  the  story 
tenden-  Of  our  Lord's  life  fully,  as  far  as  they  had  received  it 
from  trustworthy  sources,  tendencies,  and  those  per- 
fectly honest,  of  the  authorities  they  used  might 
appear  in  such  portions  of  the  completed  works  as 
they  owed  to  them.  In  this  way  the  occurrence  of 
tendencies  in  one  part  of  a  Gospel  and  not  in  another 
is  accounted  for,  and  also  some  of  the  omissions  in 
the  first  and  third  Gospels  of  incidents  related  in  the 
second.1 

Difficulties       This  theory  suggests  a  possible  explanation  of  what 

tllUS  6X~ 

plained.      is  generally  regarded  as  a  difficulty  in  the  first  Gospel. 

1  See  above,  pp.  45-49. 


cies 
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In  Matt.  viii.  28-34  we  have  mention  of  two  demoniacsj  Muitipii. 
in  Matt.  xx.  30-34  of  two  blind  men  where  the  parallel  characters 
passages  have  but  one,  and  in  Matt.  xxi.  1-7  of  both  an in  Mat- 
ass  and  a  colt  where  the  other  Synoptists  have  a  colt 
only.  The  last  of  these  instances  is  usually  explained 
as  due  to  the  tendency  of  the  writer  to  see  in  the 
occurrences  of  our  Lord's  life  literal  fulfilments  of 
Old  Testament  prophecy.  Inasmuch  as  the  prophet 
Zechariah  speaks  of  both  ass  and  colt,  both  must  figure 
in  Messiah's  triumphant  entry  into  Jerusalem.  The 
explanation,  however,  does  not  suit  the  two  preceding 
instances.  If  the  writer  of  the  first  Gospel  had  before 
him  an  abbreviation  of  the  'foundation  document' 
originally  drawn  up  to  form  the  basis  of  some  teacher's 
oral  instructions,  may  not  the  fact  that  a  plurality  of 
demons  possessed  one  person  have  been  so  ambiguously 
expressed  as  to  give  the  compiler  of  our  first  Gospel 
the  impression  that  a  plurality  of  persons  were 
possessed?  And  as  regards  the  healing  of  the  two 
blind  men  at  Jericho,  may  not  the  writer  of  the  first 
Gospel  have  found  the  story  confused  by  his  authority 
with  another  similar  one  which  he  himself  gives  us, 
derived  from  independent  sources  (Matt.  ix.  27-31)? 

Perhaps  an  alternative  suggestion  to  the  above  may 
be  worth  making.  The  second  and  third  Gospels 
contain  a  narrative  of  the  cure  of  a  demoniac  which 
has  several  points  in  common  with  the  Gerasene 
incident,  Mark  i.  23-27,  Luke  iv.  33-36.  Similarly 
in  Mark  viii.  22-26  we  find  a  miracle  of  sight  restora- 
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tion  which  does  not  occur  in  the  other  Synoptics.1  If 
the  authority  for  the  first  Gospel  designedly  omitted 
these,  may  he  not  have  given  some  indication  of  the 
fact  by  marginal  note  or  otherwise,  which,  misunder- 
stood by  the  writer  of  the  first  Gospel,  occasioned  the 
multiplication  of  persons  healed  which  we  find  in  his 
record  ? 

Bartimaeus  In  connection  with  the  miracle  of  sight-healing  at 
Jericho,  condensation  may  account  for  another  dis- 
crepancy between  the  Synoptists.  In  Matt.  xx.  29, 
Mark  x.  46,  our  Lord  is  stated  to  have  performed  this 
mighty  work  while  going  out  of  Jericho,  in  Luke  xviii. 
35  while  drawing  nigh  to  the  city.  Mark  x.  46  men- 
tions both  the  entry  into  and  the  departure  from 
Jericho.  If  the  document  copied  by  the  writer  of 
the  third  Gospel  mentioned  the  entry,  and  then 
narrated  the  miracle  without  any  mark  of  the  time 
when  it  occurred,  may  not  this  have  caused  the 
variation  ? 

'The great  The  phenomena  which  surround  the  '  great  omission ' 
from  the  third  Gospel  (Mark  vi.  45 — viii.  21)  suggest 

1  Hawkins,  Hor.  Syn.,  Part  iii.  A,  §  I,  attributes  the  omission  of  this 
story  to  the  mention  in  it  of  the  use  of  means  of  healing  supposed 
to  be  derogatory  to  the  Saviour's  wonder-working  power.  This  may 
account  for  the  omission  on  the  part  of  partial  transcribers  without 
invalidating  the  suggestion  given  above.  If  Sir  J.  C.  Hawkins' 
suggestion  in  the  preceding  paragraph  is  correct,  viz.  that  the 
omission  of  Mark  vii.  32-37  was  in  part  due  to  painful  effort  being 
implied  'looking  up  to  heaven  He  sighed,'  it  is  worth  notice  that  the 
quotation  in  Matt.  viii.  17  from  Isa.  liii.  4  carries  the  same  implication. 
The  '  tendency  '  is  not  therefore  that  of  the  writer  of  the  first  Gospel. 


omission. 
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either  a  designed  misrepresentation  of  the  actual  course 
of  events,  or  else  a  critical  attempt  on  the  part  of  the 
author  of  the  third  Gospel  to  give  a  smooth  course 
to  a  narrative  which  the  lacuna  in  his  copy  rendered 
difficult  if  not  unintelligible.  Of  these  alternatives  who 
would  choose  the  former  if  the  latter  can  be  supported 
by  adequate  considerations  ?  It  may  be  suggested 
therefore  that  the  transcriber  of  the  second  Gospel 
continued  it  to  Mark  vi.  46,  cnrrfkOev  pavo?  els  TO  opos 
Trpoa-evgao-Bai,  and  then  omitting  the  intervening  verses 
went  straight  to  Mark  viii.  27.  That  verse  represents 
our  Lord  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Bethsaida,  whither 
a  line  or  two  previously,  according  to  the  transcriber, 
He  had  sent  the  disciples  without  Him.  The  third 
Gospel  makes  all  smooth  by  supposing  that  He  went 
with  them  into  that  neighbourhood,  and  rejecting  the 
statement  that  He  sent  them  away,  places  the  incidents 
related  in  Luke  ix.  18-23  at  the  place  to  which  He  had 
retired  for  private  prayer.  From  the  sentence  in  Mark, 
a7rr)\9ev  /j,6vos,  K.T.\.,  would  be  derived  the  Kara  /j,6va<? 
of  Luke  ix.  18,  rather  awkwardly  followed  by  a-vvijaav 
avT<*>  ol  /jLadrjrcu.  Another  point  suggesting  some  such 
operation  not  quite  skilfully  performed,  is  that  the 
removal  in  the  third  Gospel  of  Mark  vi.  45  from  the 
end  to  the  beginning  of  the  account  of  the  feeding  of 
the  five  thousand,  results  in  our  Lord  and  His  disciples 
being  represented  in  the  third  Gospel  as  going  to  a 
city  (Luke  ix.  10),  which  two  verses  lower  is  termed  a 
'  desert  place/  not  even  near  a  city,  for  the  crowd  is 
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expected  to  disperse  into  the  '  villages  and  fields  round 

about '  to  buy  victuals. 

The  Syn-  It  may  be  added  that  this  theory  of  imperfect  copies 
Gospels  °f tne  Foundation  Document  being  used  by  the  authors 
followed  of  the  first  and  third  Gospels,  supposes  that  there  was 

each  other  ,    .  . 

quickly.  no  great  lapse  of  time  while  the  Synoptic  records  were 
being  brought  out.  They  followed  each  other  quickly, 
otherwise  the  second  Gospel  in  its  completeness  would 
have  spread  all  over  the  Church  and  formed  the  basis 
of  the  subsequent  ones.  They  must  also  have  been 
compiled  at  places  distant  from  that  where  the  Founda- 
tion Document  was  known  in  its  entirety l 

Did  the  Besides  the  narrative  common  to  all  the  Synoptists, 

the  second   there  is  also,  as  is  well  known,  a  considerable  amount 
Gospel        Of  matter,  consisting  chiefly  of  the  sayings  of  our  Lord 
Dual          Jesus  Christ,   which  is  found   in  the   first  and    third 
Tradition?  Gospels  but  is  absent  from  the  second.     If  the  first  and 
third  Gospels  are  dependent  on  a  document  best  repre- 
sented by  the  second,  and  not  vice  versa,  then  it  is 
obvious  that  these  passages  must  be  derived  from  a 
source   or   sources  additional   to   this   document.     To 
discuss  what  these  were  is  outside  our  scope,2  but  when 

1  Baines  (see  above,  p.  42)  suggests  Alexandria  as  the  birthplace  of 
the  first  Gospel. 

2  It  may  be  well,  however,  shortly  to  state  my  view  of  the  origin 
of  the  Dual  Tradition.     The  narrative  portions  scattered  around  the 
foundation  (Marcan)    document,    were    probably   added  by   way   of 
supplement  and  incorporated  into  the  course  of  the  history  in  Matthew 
and  Luke.     The  discourses  of  our  Lord  came  out  first  in  a  document 
consisting  entirely,  or  almost  entirely,  of  sayings  introduced  in  the 
simplest  way,  and  with  no  attempt  at  arrangement.     In  this  form  it 
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we  find  scattered  among  non-Marcan  matter  isolated 
sayings,  either  identical  or  very  closely  analogous  to 
passages  in  the  second  Gospel,  the  question  arises 
whether  or  not  it  is  necessary  to  assume  that  the 
author  of  our  Mark,  or  of  the  Foundational  Document 
behind  it,  made  any  use  of  these  additional  sources. 
Obviously,  if  it  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  explain 
the  phenomena,  such  an  assumption  would  be  an  un- 
warrantable complication  of  a  problem  already  suffi- 
ciently complicated.  These  additional  sources  may  be 
here  called  'the  Logia'  in  deference  to  the  generally 
accepted  view  that  some  work  containing  'sayings  of 
our  Lord '  (\6yia  KvpiaKa)  lay  before  the  writers  of  the 
first  and  third  Gospels. 

1.  Mark  iv.  21  =  Matt.  v.  15;  Luke  viii.  16,  xi.  33.  Testcases. 
Luke  viii.  16  is  obviously  parallel  to  and  drawn  from 
Mark.     The  correspondence  of  the  other  two  passages 

is  not  sufficiently  marked,  as  compared  with  their 
correspondence  with  Mark,  to  indicate  a  distinct  source 
from  Mark.  They  both  alter,  each  in  a  different  way, 
Mark's  rather  harsh  M^Vt  e/?%erai  6  Xu^z/o?,  and  sub- 
stitute a\\d  for  Mark's  ou%'  iva. 

2.  Mark  iv.  22  =  Matt.  x.  26;  Luke  viii.  17,  xii.  2. 
Matt.  x.  26,  Luke  xii.  2,  appear  to  come  from  the  Logia, 
which  has  nothing  in   common   with   Mark   but   the 

lay  before  Luke.  Oral  Traditions  soon  arose  as  to  the  occasions  when 
many  of  these  sayings  were  uttered,  and  Luke  (and  perhaps  also 
Matthew  to  some  extent)  made  use  of  these.  The  sayings  were  sub- 
sequently rearranged,  and  probably  enlarged,  and  in  this  form  were 
used  by  Matthew. 
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general  sense.  Luke  viii.  17  is  a  rendering  of  the 
parallel  passage  of  Mark,  coloured,  however,  by  a 
reminiscence  of  the  Logia.  Short  proverbial  sayings 
such  as  this  were  probably  not  only  frequently  repeated 
by  our  Lord,  but  also  remembered  and  reported  by 
many.  Thus  their  probable  occurrence  in  the  Logia 
as  well  as  in  Mark  affords  not  the  slightest  presump- 
tion that  Mark  had  seen  the  Logia.  For  similar 
instances  to  this  see  Mark  iv.  25  =  Matt.  xiii.  12,  xxv.  29  ; 
Luke  viii.  18,  xix.  26.  Mark  x.  31  =  Matt.  xix.  30, 
xx.  16  ;  Luke  xiii.  30.  Mark  xiii.  33,  35  =  Matt.  xxiv.  42, 
xxv.  13 ;  Luke  xii.  40. 

3.  Mark   iv.    24,    KCU    TrpocrreO^a-erai,  vfitv,   cf.    Matt. 
vi.  33,  Luke  xii.  31.     The  passages  in  Matthew  and  Luke 
appear  to  be  derived  from  the  Logia.     For  the  occur- 
rence of  these  words  in  Mark  three  alternatives  present 
themselves:   (1)  Mark  has   seen   the   Logia;  (2)   The 
words  have   been   inserted   in   Mark   from   the   other 
Synoptics;  (3)  Accidental  coincidence.     Of  these  the 
last  seems  on  the  whole  the  most  probable. 

4.  Mark  vi.  8  =  Matt.  x.  9  ;  Luke  ix.  3,  x.  4.     In  the 
Logia,  followed  by  Matthew,  Luke,  the  disciples  (whether 
the  Twelve  or  the  Seventy)  were  forbidden  to  take  either 
staff  or  sandals.     Mark  gives  an  earlier  version  permit- 
ting these  articles  to  be  taken.     This  passage  therefore 
tells  strongly  against  Mark  having  seen  the  Logia. 

5.  Mark  vii.  4  =  Matt,  xxiii.  25  ;  Luke  xi.  39.     Mark's 
editorial  note  forms  a  comment  to  the  passages  of  the 
other  Synoptics  referred  to,  but  the  form  our  Lord's 
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answer  takes  (Mark  vii.  6-13)  makes  it  exceedingly 
improbable  that  the  writer  had  seen  their  original. 
Otherwise  he  might  have  been  expected  to  introduce  a 
charge  so  apposite. 

6.  Mark  viii.   11,   12  =  Matt.  xii.   38,   39,  xvi.   1,   4; 
Luke  xi.  16,  29.     The  'doublet'  in  Matthew  suggests 
that  the  passage  existed  in  the  Logia,  the  discrepancy 
between  Mark  and  the  other  two  Synoptists,  whereby 
in  Mark  no  sign  is  given,  in  the  others  the  sign  of 
Jonas,  affords  a  strong  presumption  that  Mark  had  not 
seen  the  Logia. 

7.  Mark  viii.  38  =  Matt.  x.   32;   Luke  ix.  26.     The 
passage  in  Matthew  only  agrees  in  general  sense  with. 
Mark.     There  is  no  indication  that  Mark  had  seen  the 
source  from  which  it  is  drawn. 

8.  Mark  ix.  37,  41  =  Matt.  x.  40,  42;  Luke  ix.  26. 
Luke's  passage  is  obviously  taken  from  Mark,  as  also 
Matt,  xviii.  5.      Matt.  x.  40,  42,  is  possibly  a  passage 
from   the   Logia   seen   by   Mark  and   adapted   to   his 
context,  but  the  expression  of  Matt.  x.  42,   eva   TWV 
f^Upcav  TOVTWV,  albeit  not  copied  from  Mark,  gives  the 
impression    that    the    adaptation    is    Matthew's,    who 
remembered  the  sense  of  the  context  whence  he  drew 
it.     Most  probably  the  passage  of  the  Logia  is  Matt, 
x.  41,  which  is  enlarged  by  the  help  of  Mark  ix.  37,  41, 
into  Matt.  x.  40-42. 

9.  Mark  ix.  43,  47  =  Matt.  v.  29,  30,  xviii.  8,  9.     In 
the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  stands  a  passage  apparently 
derived  from  the  Logia  (Matt.  v.  29,  30).     This  passage 
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slightly  colours  the  Evangelist's  language  when  (xviii, 
8,  9)  he  reproduces  the  passage  of  Mark  in  its  proper 
context.  If  the  Marcan  original  was  itself  derived 
from  the  Logia,  then  it  was  recast ;  but  a  comparison  of 
Mark  ix.  43,  47  with  Matt.  v.  29,  30,  gives  the  impres- 
sion that  the  Marcan  form  is  the  earlier.  The  rhetorical 
repetition  of  a-v^epei  yap  aoi,  K.T.\.,  in  Matthew  is  a 
later  and  more  polished  style. 

10.  Mark  ix.  50  =  Matt.  v.  13,  14;  Luke  xiv.  34,  35. 
Matthew  and  Luke  have  as   against   Mark  the   two 
expressions  papavOfj,  and  e£«  ftaXkovaL  (Luke),  P\i)6ev 
e(fo>  (Matt.).     These  agreements  point  to  a  passage  in 
the  Logia,  most  nearly  represented  by  Matthew,  while 
Luke's  reproduction  is  somewhat  coloured  by  reminis- 
cence  of  Mark.     The   total  absence  from   the  other 
Synoptics  of  anything  corresponding  to  the  idea  ex- 
pressed in  Mark  ix.  49,  and  the  need  of  the  following 
verse  to  complete  the  sense,  suggests  that  the  source 
whence  Mark  derived  it  was  not  the  Logia. 

11.  Mark  x.  2-11  =  Matt.  v.  31,  32,  xix.  3-9;  Luke 
xvi.  18.     There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Matt.  xix.  3-9  is 
based  on  Mark  x.  2-11.     The  other  two  passages  are  so 
closely  connected  and  have  so  little  in  common  with 
these,  that  they  may  confidently  be  pronounced  to  be 
derived  from  a  common  source  which  Mark  shows  no 
evidence  of  having  seen. 

12.  Mark  xiii.  9-13  =  Matt.  x.  17-22,  xxiv.  9-14;  Luke 
xxi.  12-19.    The  first,  third,  and  fourth  of  these  passages 
are  parallel  as  shown  by  the  context.     In  them  nothing 
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is  common  to  Matthew  and  Luke  which  is  absent  from 
Mark.  We  may  therefore  take  the  common  matter  in 
them  as  derived  from  Mark.  Matt.  x.  17-22  is,  however, 
a  closer  transcript  of  Mark  than  xxiv.  9-14.  There  is 
therefore  no  sign  here  that  Mark  was  acquainted  with 
the  Logia. 

Of  the  fifteen  passages  commented  on  above  three,  Result : 
numbered  respectively   3,   8,  and  9,  contain  features  G0e3see'jond 
which  might  perhaps  be  as  plausibly  explained  by  the  owes  no- 
hypothesis  that  Mark  had  seen  the  Logia,  as  by  any  so^.fes°of 6 
other ;  four  passages,  viz.  4,  5,  6,  10,  are  of  a  character  the  Dual 
which  militates  strongly  against  that  view,  and  the  rest 
contain  nothing  which  suggests  it  as  the  explanation 
of  the  phenomena  they  present.     To  assume,  therefore, 
that  Mark  saw  the  Logia  used  by  Matthew  and  Luke  in 
the  portions  common  to  them  is  a  useless  hypothesis 
for  the  solution  of  the  Synoptic  problem. 

That  Mark  xvi.  9-20  is  the  work  of  another  hand  Was  the 
than  that  which  compiled  the  rest  of  the  second  Gospel  1"8t.con- 

1       elusion  of 

was  elaborately  proved   by  Dr.  Hort,1  and  since   his  Mark  be- 
ar tide  was  written  additional  evidence  has  come  to  light  ey^Vthe 
from  the  circumstance  that  the  '  Old  Syriac '  version  other  Syn- 
represented  by  the   Sinaitic  MS.  omits   these  verses, 
and  some  hint  of  the  author  of  them  has  been  forth- 
coming in  the   shape   of   an    interesting  note   in   an 
Armenian  MS.,  ascribing  them  to  the  elder  Aristion.2 

1  \V.  H.,  Not  en  on  Select  Headings,  pp.  29-51,  ed.  1SS-J. 
-  Kenyon,  EiUf.  and  Anntnt  MRS.,  pp.  1,77,  164,  ed.  1895.     Swete, 
•SV.  Mark,  Introd.,  §  xi.  pp.  eiii.-cxiii. 
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Dr.  Hort's  conclusions  Avith  regard  to  this  particular 
point  have  been  accepted  by  the  majority  of  textual 
critics,  nor  is  it  proposed  to  dispute  them  here. 
Accepting,  however,  not  only  them,  but  the  theory  of 
a  '  foundation  document '  behind  the  three  Gospels,  to 
which  the  second  bears  the  closest  resemblance,  the 
question  confronts  us  whether  this  document,  like  the 
original  Mark,  so  far  as  we  know,  ended  with  the 
account  of  the  flight  of  the  holy  women  from  the 
sepulchre  (Mark  xvi.  8),  and  if  not,  whether  the  portion 
of  it  omitted  from  the  second  Gospel  was,  or  was  not, 
before  the  authors  of  the  first  and  third.  Supposing 
the  theory  advanced  in  these  pages  to  be  correct,  it  is 
absolutely  incredible  that  a  document  used  as  the  basis 
of  oral  instructions  on  the  facts  of  our  Lord's  life  in  an 
important  centre  of  Christian  activity  should  contain 
no  account  of  those  appearances  of  the  Risen  Christ 
which  attested  what  all  the  evidence  combines  to  point 
out  as  the  mainspring  of  the  Christian  hope  from  the 
first.  If  the  second  Gospel  never  contained  a  record 
of  these  events,  the  cause  must  have  been  some 
sudden  and  unexpected  interruption  of  the  Evangelist's 
labours.  For  some  reason  he  was  unable  to  use  the 
materials  which  lay  before  him.  He  had  not  time  or 
opportunity  even  to  finish  his  sentence.  His  Gospel 
concluded  with  words,  tyojBovvTo  yap,  which  are  utterly 
inadmissible  as  the  designed  conclusion  of  any  literary 
composition.  It  is  more  attractive  to  believe  that  the 
passage  which  followed  Mark  xvi.  8  disappeared 
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accidentally,  through,  the  loss  of  the  final  page,  as 
Dr.  Hort  suggests,  although  this  explanation  labours 
under  the  difficulty  that,  if  the  archetype  was  written 
on  a  roll  of  papyrus,  as  is  most  probable,  the  last  words 
would  have  been  normally  in  the  safest  position  of 
all,  on  the  inside  of  the  roll.  It  must  have  been 
rolled  up  carelessly  before  being  torn  away. 

Yet  allowing  this  to  have  been  the  case  with  the 
archetype  of  the  second  Gospel,  it  can  hardly  have 
been  so  with  the  foundation  document  if  used  in  the 
way  which  has  been  suggested  in  these  pages.  We 
should  therefore  expect  to  find  some  tokens  of  the 
use  of  this  missing  portion  in  the  other  Gospels 
which  are  in  part  based  on  this  foundation  document. 

The  general  conclusion  of  Continental  critics  is  that  Continental 
the  first  and  third  Gospels  drew  entirely  from  other  answer  in 
sources  for  the  appearances  of  the  Risen  Christ     In  the  nesa- 
England,  although  there  has  been  agreement  with  this 
view   as  regards  the  third  Gospel,  opinion  has  been  English 
much  more  divided  with  respect  to  the  first.     Yery  j^^j  as 
possibly  the  appearances  narrated   in   the  foundation  regards  the 
document  did  not  suit  the  purposes  of  the  preacher  Gr0sspei. 
whose  extracts  were  used  by  Luke.     We  can,  to  some 
extent,  imagine  the  character  of  the  record  from  the 
anticipations   of  it   contained   in   the   second   Gospel. 
We  have  the  clearest  intimations  from  our  Lord's  lips 
that  after  three  days  He  should  rise  again,  combined 
on  one  occasion  (Mark  xiv.  28)  with  the  statement  that 
after  His  resurrection  He  would  go  before  the  disciples 
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into  Galilee.  Then  we  have  the  appearance  of  the 
angel  to  the  holy  women  on  the  morning  of  the  third 
day,  and  his  declaration  that  what  our  Lord  had  fore- 
told had  come  to  pass.  He  was  risen,  the  tomb  was 
empty,  and  the  charge  was  laid  upon  them  to  tell  the 
disciples,  and  to  bid  them  go  into  Galilee,  where  they 
should  see  Him.  Evidently  some  account  of  an 
appearance  to  the  Apostles  in  Galilee  was  to  follow, 
but  not  necessarily  an  appearance  to  others  besides 
the  Eleven,  or  the  charge  to  preach  the  Gospel  to  all 
nations. 

But  further,  it  seems  to  be  implied  that  the  women 
did    not    carry    out    their    commission.      '  They    said 
nothing  to  any  one  for  they  were  afraid.'     By  some 
other  means  the  Apostles  became  aware  of  the  stu- 
pendous event  which  had  taken  place,  presumably  by 
an  appearance  vouchsafed  to  one  or  more  at  Jerusalem, 
Possible      say  St.  Peter  or  St.  John,  or  to  the  Eleven  assembled 
that  the      ^n  ^Q  Upper  room>     Now  such  an  appearance  to  the 

appearance 

of  Jesus  to  Eleven  is  found  in  Luke  xxiv.  36-42,  and  as  the  account 
in  etiliraVei '  in  this  Gospel  is  drawn  from  various  sources,  it  is 
Gospel  is  possible  that  this  particular  part  of  it  may  be  derived 
from  the  foundation  document. 


source. 


More  likely  On  the  other  hand,  it  seems  more  likely  that  the 
meeting  m  account  of  the  terror  of  the  women  was  intended  to 
Galilee,  pave  the  way  for  some  wonderful  event  which  turned 

spoken  of      ...  ,  -in 

in  first       it  into  joy.     Such  we  have  in  the  first  Gospel,  where 


Gospel,      Jesus  appears  to  them,  arresting  their  panic-stricken 
thence.       flight,  and  repeating   to  them  the  injunction  of  the 
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angel  which  they  had  been  too  frightened  to  carry 
out.  That  at  first  they  said  nothing  to  any  man  may 
well  be  a  graphic  Marcan  touch  of  the  kind  which  in 
the  other  Synoptics  rarely  makes  its  appearance.  Then 
too  the  promised  meeting  in  Galilee  finds  its  record  in 
the  first  Gospel.  If  this  was  taken  from  the  founda- 
tion document  we  may  believe  that  the  evangelic 
command,  without  which  the  meeting  in  Galilee,  as 
recorded  by  Matthew,  would  be  meaningless,  found  a 
place  there.  Some  floating  tradition  to  that  effect  may 
have  led  whoever  first  supplemented  the  mutilated 
second  Gospel  with  '  Aristion's '  account  of  the  appear- 
ances of  the  Risen  Lord,  to  make  choice  of  a  document 
in  which  this  command  takes  such  a  prominent 
position.  On  the  whole,  we  may  conclude  that  if  the 
original  ending  lay  before  both  the  first  and  third 
Synoptists,  they  certainly  mixed  it  with  matter  drawn 
from  other  sources.  It  is,  however,  most  probable  that 
the  author  of  the  first  Gospel  made  use  of  it,  not  so  the 
author  of  the  third. 
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VI 

PROBABLE  AUTHORSHIP  AND  DATE  OF  THE 
'FOUNDATION  DOCUMENT' 

Authorship  WE  liave  seen  reason  to  suppose  that  not  our  second 

and  date      Gospel,  but  a  record  closely  resembling  it,  was  known, 

Gospel.       more  or  less,  to  the  authors  of  the  first  and  third.    Can 

we  point  with  any  probability  to  the  author  or  the  date 

of  this  foundation  document  ?     The  first  step  must  be 

to  settle  these  points,  if  possible,  as  regards  the  second 

Gospel.      This   record   has   ever   been   known   in  the 

Names  of    Church  as  the  Gospel  according  to  St.  Mark.     One  of 

John  Mark.  ^Q  jegg  prominent   characters  which   appear  in   the 

Acts  of  the  Apostles  is  a  certain  John  Mark.  His 
very  name  is  an  indication  of  his  race,  and  gives  some 
hint  of  the  direction  in  which  his  sympathies  might  be 
supposed  to  lie.  His  first  name,  John  (pnv), '  Jehovah 
is  gracious,'  is  an  epitome  of  the  Old  Testament 
message.  It  proclaims  the  man  of  Jewish  blood.  The 
second,  Mark  (Marcus),  comes  to  him  from  Rome.  It 
is  his  alternative  name,1  the  name  by  which  he  is 
known  in  his  dealings  with  Gentiles,  while  among  his 
fellow-countrymen  he  retains  his  birthname  of  John. 

1  See  Ramsay,  St.  Paul  the  Traveller  and  the  Roman  Citizen,  ch.  iv. 
§  4,  pp.  81-83. 
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The  language  of  the  Acts  has  been  thought  to  indicate 
that  the  name  was  given  him  when  he  left  his  native 
land  to  travel  in  other  countries.1  The  combination  of 
names  suggests  the  Hellenistic  Jew,  emancipated  from 
the  narrow  conceptions  and  prejudices  of  the  '  Hebrews,' 
i.e.  of  those  who,  retaining  many  of  the  exclusive  ideas 
of  the  strictest  among  the  unconverted  Jews  in 
Palestine,  formed  the  least  progressive  element  of  the 
Church  in  Jerusalem.2 

His  history  bears  out  these  indications.     The  house  History  of 
of  his  mother  Mary  was  one  of  the  chief  meeting-places  j 


of  the  Church  in  Jerusalem.     To  it  St.  Peter  directed 

his  steps  after  his  miraculous  deliverance  from  prison.  Acts  xii.  12. 

In  connection  with  this   incident   we   have   the   first 

mention  of  the  name  John  Mark,  and  it  is  noteworthy 

that  Christian  tradition  has  ever  associated  St.  Mark's 

Gospel  with  the  preaching  of  St.  Peter.     This  John 

Mark  is  also  found  in  close  association  with  St.  Barnabas,  Acts  iv.  36. 

a  typically  Hellenistic  Jew,  born  in  Cyprus,  and  at  one 

time  owning  landed  property  there.     He  accompanied 

St.  Barnabas  and  St.  Paul  on  their  first  missionary 

journey,  in  the  capacity  of  'attendant'  (uTr^peY?;?),  asActsxiii. 

1  *^ 

far  as  Perga  in  Painphylia.  We  can  hardly  suppose 
that  his  '  attendance  '  was  personal  so  much  as  minis- 
terial. He  might  indeed  write  St.  Paul's  letters  for 
him,  as  Tertius  wrote  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans,  and  Rom.  zvi. 

22 

probably  Sosthenes,  Silvanus,  and  Timotheus  those  to 

1  Rackham,  Acts,  Div.  iii.  sect.  4. 

2  Edersheim,  Life  and  Times,  Bk.  I.  ch.  i.  p.  6f.  ;  ch.  ii.  pp.  17-19. 
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the  Corinthians,  the  Fhilippians,  the  Colossians,  and 
the  Thessalonians.  In  other  respects,  so  far  was  the 
Apostle  from  requiring  an  attendant  that  he  was  accus- 
tomed himself  to  minister  to  his  own  bodily  needs,  and 
Acts xx.  34.  to  those  of  his  companions.  More  likely  is  it  that 
John  Mark  had  his  share  in  the  sacred  duties  of  the 
missionaries,1  the  difference  being  that  he  was  under 
the  orders  of  the  two  elder  men,  and  rather  extended 
the  usefulness  of  their  ministry  than  initiated  any  work 
on  his  own  account.  It  is  attractive  to  believe  that 
one  of  his  duties  was  to  instruct  more  fully  those  who 
had  been  impressed  by  the  preaching  of  the  Apostles 
in  the  historical  facts  upon  which  that  preaching  was 
based.  This  is  the  more  likely  to  have  been  the  case  if, 
as  has  been  suggested,  the  work  of  baptizing  converts 
was  usually  committed  to  the  '  attendant,' 2  for  from 
the  first  baptism  must  have  required  a  profession  of 
faith. 

The  first  missionary  venture  of  John  Mark  was,  for 
some  unexplained  reason,  soon  ended.  He  left  his 
companions  to  continue  their  journey  and  himself 
returned  to  Jerusalem.  Here  we  lose  sight  of  him 
for  a  period  of  from  two  to  five  years.3  He  was  then 

1  This  view  of  the  position  of  John  Mark  is  borne  out  by  the  usage 
of  the  word  inrrjptT-ris  as  a  subordinate  official,  liotor,  herald,  apparitor, 
etc.     See  Trench,  Synonyms,  §  ix.  p.  34. 

2  Rackham,  Acts,  Pt.  n.  div.  i.  §1. 

3  Two  years,  A.D.  46-48,  Rackham,  Acts,  Ixvii.    Three  years,  A.D.  47- 
50,  Ramsay,  St.  Paul,  etc. ,  Chron.  Index,  p.  395.    Five  years,  Cambridge 
Helps,  Chron.  Tables.     Probably  the  shortest  period  is  correct.     It 
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ready  to  accompany  his  former  companions  on  a  second  Acts  xv. 

O"7     A-t 

missionary  journey,  but  his  previous  abandonment  of 
them,  whether  justifiable  or  not,  had  robbed  him  of  the 
confidence  of  St.  Paul.  The  upshot  of  the  controversy 
between  the  two  Apostles  on  this  subject  was  that  their 
association  in  missionary  work  with  each  other  was 
broken  up,  and  they  went  different  ways  each  to  the 
country  of  his  birth :  St.  Paul  to  Syria  and  Cilicia  in 
company  with  Silas,  St.  Barnabas  and  John  Mark  to 
Cyprus. 

Of  John  Mark's  subsequent  history  we  have  only  other 
scattered  notices  in  the  New  Testament.    They  signifi-  J°j 
cantly  connect  his  ministry  with  the  city  of  Rome,  the  m  New 
place  where  Christian  tradition  has  it  that  the  second  la 
Gospel  was  written.     We  find  him,  some  ten  years  after  nection 
the  separation,  once  more  in  the  confidence  of  St.  Paul  Paul 
during  that  Apostle's  first  imprisonment  at  Rome.    One 
Mark  had  planned  a  journey  to  Asia  which  would  pro- 
bably include  a  visit  to  Colossae,  and  in  the  meantime  col.  iv.  10. 
sent  his  salutation  to  the  Church  in  that  city,  and  to 
Philemon,  a  prominent  Christian  resident  there.     It  can  Philemon 
hardly  be  doubted  that  this  Mark  is  the  same  as  the 
John  Mark  of  the  Acts,  for  he  is  designated  in  the 
Epistle  to  the  Colossians  'cousin '  (//i>e\/ao<?)  of  Barnabas.1 
The  relationship  sheds  a  flood  of  light  on  the  story  of 

depends  oil  whether  the  Eusebian  Chronicles,  which  put  the  pro- 
curatorship  of  Porcius  Festus  in  the  second  year  of  Nero,  are  to  be 
trusted,  and,  if  trusted,  how  they  are  to  be  understood.  See  Rackhani, 
Acts,  Ixvi. 

1  Lightfoot,  Col. ,  I.e. 
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2  Tim.  iv. 
11. 


Later  con- 
nection 
with  St. 
Peter. 
1  Peter 
v.  13. 


The  three 
Babylons. 


the  'attendant'  of  the  Apostles  as  we  find  it  in  the 
Acts. 

Once  more,  shortly  before  the  close  of  his  own  life, 
St.  Paul  has  occasion  to  mention  the  name  of  Mark. 
Writing  to  recall  Timothy  to  his  side,  St.  Paul  bids  him 
'  catch  up '  (ava\afi(i)v)  Mark,  who  must  therefore  have 
been  either  where  Timothy  was,1  or  at  some  place  on 
his  route  to  Rome,  and  to  bring  him  with  him,  inas- 
much as  he  had  already  proved  himself  a  useful 
assistant  to  the  imprisoned  Apostle. 

Yet  once  again  the  name  of  Mark  occurs,  and  this 
time  from  the  pen  of  St.  Peter :  '  The  co-elect  in 
Babylon  saluteth  you,  and  Mark  my  son.'  The  term 
of  affection, '  my  son,'  need  not  be  literally  taken.  It 
is  a  natural  way  "or  a  spiritual  leader,  full  of  the 
wisdom  which  springs  from  thought  and  prayer,  and 
of  the  experience  and  authority  conferred  by  age,  to 
speak  of  a  young,  enthusiastic,  and  reverent  com- 
panion. The  term  '  co-elect,'  which  probably  refers  to 
the  local  Church,  need  not  detain  us.  But  where  is 
Babylon,  the  place  from  which  St.  Peter  writes  ?  Three 
places  bore  that  name.  There  was  the  great  city  on 
the  Euphrates.  But  it  is  hardly  likely  to  be  the  place 
mentioned  here.  Apart  from  this  passage,  there  is  no 

1  Were  St.  Timothy  and  Mark  together  at  Ephesus?  Ellicott, 
comparing  2  Tim.  i.  15  f.  with  ii.  17  and  iv.  19,  decides  doubt- 
fully in  the  affirmative.  I  feel  that  iv.  12,  TVXIKOV  8t  aw{<rTei\a  els 
"Efaaov,  reads  unnaturally  if  the  letter  were  addressed  to  one  actually 
in  Ephesua,  or  if  Tychicus  were  going  to  the  place  whence  Mark  was 
coming. 
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early  tradition  of  St.  Peter  having  laboured  in  those 
parts.  Moreover,  the  epistle  shows  traces  of  acquaint- 
anceship with  two  of  St.  Paul's  epistles — that  to  the 
Romans,  and  that  to  the  Ephesians,  the  latter  of  which 
was  written  not  earlier  than  A.D.  58.  At  that  date, 
however,  there  was  no  Jewish  community  in  Babylon, 
for  we  learn  from  Josephus  (Ant.  xviii.  9)  that  in  the 
reign  of  Caligula  (A.D.  37-41),  in  consequence  of  persecu- 
tion, the  Jews  had  removed  from  Babylon  to  Seleucia, 
where  they  fell  victims  to  Gentile  hatred  to  the  number 
of  50,000.  Even  the  Gentile  city  of  Babylon  is  repre- 
sented by  Strabo  (p.  738)  as  to  a  large  extent  desert. 
A  decaying  city  of  the  Gentiles  forsaken  by  the  Jewish 
community  was  a  most  unlikely  place  for  the  Apostle 
to  make  a  centre  of  missionary  labours.  Babylon  must 
be  looked  for  elsewhere.1 

Another  Babylon,  a  Roman  fortress,2  occupying  what 
is  now  the  site  of  old  Cairo,  has,  at  first  sight,  in  its 
favour  the  tradition  of  St.  Mark's  labours  in  Alexandria. 
But  that  very  tradition  excludes  St.  Peter  from  Egypt. 
St.  Mark  is  the  founder  of  the  Alexandrian  Church,3  to 
which  he  is  sent  from  Rome  by  St.  Peter.4 

The  third  Babylon  is  that  mentioned  no  less  than  Babylon 
seven  times  in  the  Apocalyse.     It  is  a  mystic  name ^"^^ 
for  Rome  given,  not  for  the  first  time,  by   the  seer  Rome. 
of  Patmos.     He  borrowed  a  term,  already  current,  it 

1  Salmon,  Introd.  to  N.  T.,  p.  462;   Lightfoot,  St.  Clem.,  vol.  ii. 
p.  492  ;  Swete,  St.  Mark,  xxi. 

2  Strabo,  p.  807.  3  Euseb.,  H.  E.,  ii.  16. 
4  Epiph.  llaer.,  Ii.  6. 
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is  said,  among  the  Jews,1  and  thereby  fell  in  with  a 
Christian  habit  which  appears  to  have  arisen  not  later 
than  the  time  of  the  Neronian  persecution,  and  to  have 
lasted  until  Hadrian  issued  his  Rescript  to  Minucius 
Fundanus,  A.D.  124.  Christian  writers  during  that  period 
systematically  avoid  as  far  as  possible  all  mention  of 
Rome  by  name  as  the  seat  of  a  Christian  Church.2 
There  is  no  need  to  suppose  that  St.  Peter  borrowed 
the  name  Babylon  to  denote  Rome  from  the  Apocalypse. 
It  may  well  have  been  current  among  Christians  al- 
ready, and,  if  so,  the  probability  is  far  greater  that  he 
used  the  name  in  this  mystic  sense,  than  that  he  wrote 
from  either  of  the  two  places  to  which  it  properly 
belonged.3 

St.  Peter  wrote  his  epistle  at  a  time  of  persecution.4 
He  also  suffered  martyrdom,  and  at  Rome.  The 
tradition  that  he  suffered  there,  when  it  approaches 
definiteness  as  to  date,  places  his  martyrdom  during 
the  Neronian  persecution.5  There  are,  however,  diffi- 
culties about  that.  Bishop  Lightfoot  thus  contrasts 

1  So  Lightfoot,  St.  Clem.  I.e.;  but  is  the  Sibylline  Oracle,  v.  158,  to 
which  lie  refers,  pre-Christian  ? 

2  See   'The  Historical  Setting  of  ii.   and  iii.   John,'  in  /.   T.  S., 
vol.  v.,  No.  20,  §9,  by  Rev.  Dom.  Chapman. 

3  Dr.  Hort  sees  in  the  order  in  which  the  provinces  are  enumerated, 
1  Pet.   i.   1,  an  indication   of   the  route  of  the  letter-carrier  from 
Rome. 

4  1  Pet.  i.  6,  7  ;  ii.  12,  21,  22,  23  ;  iii.  14,  16,  17  ;  iv.  12,  13,  14,  16, 
19  ;  v.  6.  9. 

5  That  St.  Peter  suffered  martyrdom  must  be  believed  by  those  who 
accept  the  genuineness  of  St.  John  xxi.  19.     That  he  suffered  at  Rome 
seems  practically  certain  from  the  circumstance,  that  while  a  strong 
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the  persecutions  of  Nero  and  of  Domitian.  '  While  the 
persecution  of  Nero  was  one  fierce  and  wholesale 
onslaught  in  which  the  passions  of  the  multitude  were 
enlisted  on  the  emperor's  side,  Domitian,  on  the  other 
hand,  made  use  of  legal  forms,  and  arraigned  the 
Christians  from  time  to  time  on  various  paltry 
charges.' l  Professor  Ramsay  following  the  same 
conception  of  the  Neronic  persecution  limits  it  to 
Rome,  and  argues  from  this  limitation  and  from  the 
circumstance  that  the  First  Epistle  of  St.  Peter  implies 
a  legal  process  to  which  Christians  were  subjected,  as 
well  as  from  the  fact  that  the  very  name  of  Christian  was 
sufficient  to  ensure  condemnation,  that  the  epistle  must 
refer  to  a  later  persecution.2  But  it  is  open  to  question 
whether  the  brief  notice  of  Nero's  persecution  given  by 
Tacitus  quite  justifies  this  conclusion.  The  historian 
tells  us  that  the  persecution  was  an  attempt  on  the 
part  of  Nero  to  divert  from  himself  to  the  Christians 
the  charge  of  setting  fire  to  Rome.  Nevertheless  they 
were  convicted,  not  so  much  on  the  charge  of  arson,  as 
simply  because  they  were  the  objects  of  the  universal 
hatred  of  the  human  race.' 3  This  description  exactly 

tradition  places  his  martyrdom  there,  no  evidence  whatever  exists  for 
his  having  suffered  anywhere  else.  See  Tert.  Scorp. ,  15;  1  Clem, 
vi.  2  ;  Euseb.  H.  E.,  ii.  25,  83. 

1  Lightfoot,  St.  Clem.,  ii.  7. 

2  Ramsay,  Church  in  Roman  Empire,  p.  284. 

!  Tac.  Ann. ,  xv.  44.  'Haud  perinde  in  criminc  incendii  quam  odio 
humani  generis  convicti  sunt.'  Both  sense  and  grammar  seem  to  me 
better  satisfied  if  '  humani  generis '  be  understood  as  subjective 
genitive  ;  sense,  because  the  charge  was  clearly  arson  brought  home 
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corresponds  to  the  state  of  things  disclosed  in  the  Acts. 
There  we  see  the  upholders  of  local  cults,  persons 
interested  in  trades  affected  by  the  new  religion,  and 
the  common  people  generally,  at  the  instigation  of 
the  Jews,  repeatedly  manifesting  their  hatred  of  the 
Christians.  The  best  commentary  on  the  words  of 
Tacitus  is  supplied  by  the  Jewish  Rabbis  of  Rome, '  As 
for  this  sect,  we  know  that  it  is  everywhere  spoken 
Acts  xxviii.  against.'  The  only  restraining  power  on  the  passions 
of  the  multitude  is  the  orderly  government  and  even- 
handed  justice  of  the  Roman  officials  when  dealing 
with  the  religious  beliefs  of  subject  races. 

Nero's  action  removed  this  restraining  power,  and 

the  passions  of  the  multitude  had  full  play.     It  is  true 

that  after  the  terrible  spectacle  in  the  Vatican  gardens 

a  reaction  set  in.     Pity  for  the  sufferers  was  aroused, 

The  per-      and  the  violence  of  the  persecution  subsided.     Never- 

ion"er°and  ^eless    throughout    Nero's    reign    we    can    scarcely 

wider  than  imagine  that  the  ruling  power  would  admit  error  to 

supposed.    t^ae  extent  of  reverting   to  its  previous  attitude.     It 

stood    committed    to    a    policy    of    hostility    to    the 

Christians,   although  instead  of  the  frightful  tortures 

at  first  applied,  the  death  punishment  might  be  carried 

out  against  Christians  as  against  common  felons — for 

provincials   the   cross,   for   citizens   the   sword.      The 

narrative  of  Tacitus  really  implies  that  to  the  end  of 

not  by  the  evidence  but  by  the  prevailing  unpopularity  of  the 
accused  ;  grammar,  because  otherwise  odio  should  be  in  the  genitive 
dependent  on  crimine. 
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Nero's  reign  Rome  was  a  dangerous  place  for  Christians. 
Nor  are  we  justified  in  limiting  the  persecution  to 
Rome.  Tacitus  speaks  of  the  provinces — those  provinces 
where,  as  we  find  from  the  Acts,  so  much  hatred  of  the 
Christians  lurked — as  being  completely  upset  by  the 
exactions  levied  to  restore  the  ruined  city.1  The 
plundered  provincials  would  certainly  be  told  to  whose 
charge  the  burning  of  Rome  was  laid.  Imperial  officials 
would  diligently  instruct  them  on  this  point ;  nor  would 
they,  as  before,  interpose  their  authority  to  shield  the 
Christians  from  popular  rage.  It  would,  in  fact,  be  an 
unaccountable  circumstance  if  no  persecution  in  the 
provinces  had  followed  the  outburst  at  Rome.  Nor 
need  the  lack  of  records  of  such  a  persecution  cause 
surprise.  Bishop  Lightfoot  draws  attention  to  the  fact, 
that  with  respect  to  the  Bithynian  persecution  in  the 
reign  of  Trajan  '  with  the  possible  exception  of  the 
Neronian  outbreak,  the  most  severe  of  all  the  persecu- 
tions of  which  we  have  any  knowledge  during  the  first 
and  second  centuries,  no  record  whatever  was  preserved 
in  any  Christian  sources.' 2  In  fact,  if  Pliny  had  kept 
no  copies  of  the  letters  he  wrote  we  should  have  known 
nothing  at  all  of  this  outbreak.  If  the  First  Epistle  of 
St.  Peter  therefore  be  supposed  to  contain  the  only 
indication  extant  of  the  extension  of  the  Neronian 
persecution  to  the  provinces,  there  is  nothing  incredible 

1  '  Interea  confereiidis  pecuniis  pervastata  Italia,  provinciae  eversec.' 
Tac.  Ann.,  I.e. 

2  Lightfoot,  St.  Ignatius,  vol.  i.  p.  17  f. 

G 


98    ST.  MARK  AND  THE  TRIPLE  TRADITION 

in  that.     It  follows,  however,  that  the  Apostle  cannot 
have  perished  in  the  first  outbreak  at  Rome. 
Date  of  St.  Peter's  martyrdom  must  accordingly  be  dated  not 

St.  Peter's  ear^er  t^an  foe  close  of  A.D.  65.     In  or  about  that  year 

martyr- 
dom,         the  Apostle  and  one  whom  he  calls  '  Mark  my  son '  were 

in  Rome  together.     There  are  reasons  for  supposing 
that  St.  Paul's  Epistle  to  the  Colossians  was  written 
towards  the  close  of  his  two  years'  imprisonment,  i.e. 
not  earlier  than  A.D.  60.1     John  Mark  was  with  St.  Paul 
in  Rome  at  that  time;  a  certain  Mark  was  with  St. 
Mark  with  Peter  in  the  same  city  some  five  years  later.     Remem- 
himatthe   ^ermg  g^  Peter's  old  friendship  with  the  mother  of 
John  Mark,  there  seems  to  be  some  perversity  in  refus- 
ing to  believe  the  universal  tradition  of  the  Church 
that  the  Mark  who  was  with  St.  Peter   in  Rome  was 
none  other  than  the  John  Mark  of  the  Acts. 
The  his-          The   history   of  those   years   may  be   conjecturally 
torycon-     restore(j  somewhat  as  follows.     John  Mark  stayed  in 

jecturally 

restored.  Rome  after  St.  Paul's  release,  and  was  there  when 
St.  Peter  arrived.  They  remained  concealed  during 
the  first  outbreak  of  the  Neronian  persecution,  and 
busied  themselves,  as  soon  as  possible,  in  sustaining 
and  keeping  together  the  panic-stricken  Church.  At 
last,  however,  St.  Peter  was  seized  and  crucified,  and 
after  his  martyrdom  Mark  left  the  city,  making  his  way 
to  the  East.  Possibly  because  he  had  received  tidings 

1  Lightfoot,  Phil. ,  p.  30  ;  but  I  have  followed  Rackham,  Acts,  cxv., 
as  giving  the  'terminus  a  quo.'  The  absence  of  any  allusion  to  St. 
Peter  in  the  Epistles  of  the  first  imprisonment  makes  it  improbable 
that  he  was  in  Rome  at  the  time. 
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of  the  helpless  state  of  the  Roman  Church  resulting 
from  such  repeated  blows,  St.  Paul  returned  to  the  city 
accompanied  only  by  St.  Luke.  His  other  companions 
did  not  feel  called  upon  to  share  the  risk  of  this  fresh 
adventure,  a  circumstance  which  caused  the  Apostle 
soreness  of  heart.  He  had  not  been  long  there  before 
he  too  was  seized.  Feeling  the  need  of  friends  and 
helpers  he  bethought  him  of  two  who,  not  having  been 
in  the  position  to  accompany  him  on  his  journey,  had 
not  failed  him,  viz.  Timothy  and  Mark.  Mark  was 
peculiarly  likely  to  be  profitable  for  service  (ev^p^a-ro^ 
ei'<?  Siarcoviav)  if  he  had  been  with  St.  Peter  to  the  last.1  2  Tim. 
Whether  or  not  he  arrived  in  time  to  be  a  comfort  to  1V<  9"1 
his  friend  before  the  sword  fell  on  the  Ostian  way,  it  is 
impossible  to  conjecture.  That  event  would  not  take 
place  before  the  end  of  A.D.  66,  and  probably  later. 

Of  Mark's  subsequent  movements  we  have  no  certain 
knowledge.  The  tradition  that  he  went  to  Alexandria 
and  founded  the  Church  there  cannot  be  considered 
established  in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  is  no  reference 
to  it  in  the  writings  of  the  fathers  of  the  Alexandrian 

1  Professor  Swete,  St.  Mark,  Introd.  xxii.,  gives  several  reasons  for 
believing  that  the  death  of  St.  Paul  preceded  that  of  St.  Peter.  The 
last  of  these  is  based  on  Professor  Ramsay's  view  of  the  date  of  1  Peter, 
for  which  see  above,  p.  95.  With  respect  to  the  others,  may  not  the 
considerations  alleged  equally  hold  good  if  1  Peter  was  written  when 
St.  Paul  was  absent  from  Rome,  perhaps  lost  in  the  regions  of  the 
west  (1  Clem,  v.)  like  Livingstone  in  Africa?  May  it  not  have  been 
expedient  for  the  one  representative  of  Apostolic  authority  in  Rome 
at  that  season  of  trial  to  show  that  his  work  was  in  complete  harmony 
with  that  of  the  great  Apostle  to  the  Gentiles  ? 


100    ST.  MARK  AND  THE  TRIPLE  TRADITION 

Church.1  For  the  same  reason,  it  is  uncertain  whether 
or  not  he  received  the  crown  of  martyrdom.  As  with 
so  many  servants  of  God,  certain  circumstances  of  his 
life  stand  out,  certain  achievements  can  be  traced  to 
him  ;  the  rest  is  buried  in  the  darkness  of  the  past. 

A  personal  characteristic  of  John  Mark  is  by  some 
supposed  to  be  preserved  in  the  term  '  short-fingered  ' 
(Ko\o/3oSaKTv\os)  applied  to  him  by  Hippolytus  (Philos. 
vii.  30).  Others,  however,  see  in  it  a  reference  to  the 
shortening  of  his  journey  at  Perga  in  Pamphylia, 
while  perhaps  a  more  probable  view  is  that  the  descrip- 
tion refers  to  the  work  of  his  fingers  —  the  Gospel 
attributed  to  him,  so  short  in  comparison  with  the 
other  three.2 

External         To   John    Mark,   the   companion   of   St.   Peter,  St. 

witnesses     pau|   and  gfc<  Barnabas,  the  ancient  tradition  of  the 

to  Mark  as 

writer  of  Church  has  ascribed  the  compilation  of  the  second  of 
our  Canonical  Gospels.  The  following  are  the  most 
important  witnesses  to  this  belief  :  — 

I.  PAPIAS,  QUOTED  BY  EUSEBIUS  H.  E.,  iii.  39. 

Kal  rovd'  o  Trpecrflvrepos  e'Xe^e1      Map/co?  /lev  e 
T?)9  Herpov  yevo/Aevos/ocra  e/AvrjfAovevcrev  aicpiftto 
ov  /jievroi  rd^ei,  ra  VTTO  rov  XptcrroO  rj  ^.e^devra  rj  7rpa%- 
ovre  <yap  tf/covae  rov  Kiynou,  ovre  7raprjKo\ov6ijcrev 
vcrrepov  Se,  co?  e(j)t]v,   Tlerpy,  09  7T/309  ra9  %peia$ 
eVotetro  ra9  Bi8acrKa\ia<>,  a-X-V  ov%  axnrep  crvvra^iv  rwv 


1  Hastings'  D.  B.,  Mark,  §iv.  p.  248. 

2  So  the  Rev.  V.  Bartlet,  /.  T.  S.,  vol.  vi.  p.  121. 
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Kvpia/cwv  TTuiov/Aevos  \o<yiwv,w(ne  oi)8ev  rj 


ovr&>9    evict     lara?     009     aTre/jLV^f^ovevaev     eVo? 


Trpovoiav  rov  /J,TjBev  wv  ijtcovcre  7rapa\i7r€lv  rj 
TI  ev  avrols. 

'And  the  elder  used  to  say  this  —  Mark  having 
become  Peter's  interpreter  wrote  down  accurately,  as 
far  as  he  remembered  what  Christ  either  said  or  did, 
not  however  in  order,  for  he  neither  heard  the  Lord  nor 
followed  Him,  but  subsequently,  as  I  said  (followed) 
Peter,  who  used  to  suit  his  instructions  to  (present) 
needs,  but  not  by  way  of  making  a  compilation  of  the 
Lord's  oracles;  so  that  Mark  made  no  mistake,  thus 
writing  down  some  things  as  he  remembered  them,  for 
of  one  thing  he  took  good  care,  viz.,  neither  to  leave 
out  any  of  the  things  which  he  heard,  nor  to  set  down 
anything  in  them  incorrectly.' 

From  the  above  we  gather  (1)  St.  Mark  acted  as  St. 
Peter's  interpreter.  From  this  it  is  permissible  to  infer 
that  St.  Peter  taught  in  Aramaic.  The  fact  that  his 
epistles  were  written  in  Greek  is  not  fatal  to  this  sup- 
position. Silvanus  seems  to  have  written  his  first 
epistle,  why  not  as  interpreter  as  well  as  amanuensis  1  l 
(2)  St.  Mark  did  not  write  down  all  St.  Peter's  reminis- 
cences, but  only  what  he  himself  heard  and  remem- 
bered. It  is  not  quite  clear  whether  Map/eo9  or  Tier/Do? 
is  the  subject  of  e^vrj/jLoveva-ev,  but  the  balance  of  pro- 

1  This  hypothesis  will  meet  one  of  the  many  difficulties  with  regard 
to  the  genuineness  of  2  Peter,  viz.  the  great  difference  in  style  and 
diction  between  it  and  1  Peter.  May  it  not  be  the  result  of  employing 
different  interpreters  ? 


102    ST.  MARK  AND  THE  TRIPLE  TRADITION 

babilities  inclines  to  the  former.1  (3)  St.  Mark  derived 
his  information  entirely  from  St.  Peter.  (4)  St.  Mark 
did  not  preserve  the  true  historical  order  of  events.  It 
looks  as  if  Papias  preferred  the  sequence  of  events  as 
related  by  one  of  the  other  Evangelists,  and  felt  it 
necessary  to  apologise  for  St.  Mark's  lapses  from  it.2 
(5)  St.  Mark  was  not  with  St.  Peter  when  he  wrote  the 
Gospel.  On  the  other  hand,  we  cannot  tell  from  this 
extract  (1)  when  or  where  St.  Mark  acted  as  St.  Peter's 
interpreter ;  (2)  when  or  where  the  Gospel  was  written. 

Of  Papias  Bishop  Lightfoot  concludes  that — (1)  he 
was  a  hearer  of  at  least  two  personal  disciples  of  our 
Lord,  Aristion  and  the  presbyter  John;3  (2)  he  was 
acquainted  with  the  daughters  of  Philip,  either  the 
Apostle  or  the  Evangelist;  (3)  he  was  a  companion, 
probably  senior,  of  Polycarp;  (4)  he  was  probably 
bom  c.  A.D.  60-70 ;  (5)  his  Expositions  of  the  Oracles 
of  Our  Lord  was  written  c.  A.D.  130-140.4  It  is  from 
this  work  that  the  extract  is  taken.5 

It  has  been  questioned  by  Schleiermacher  and  others, 
but  without  good  reason,  whether  the  work  referred  to 

1  So  Lightfoot,  Sup.  Religion,  p.  64.  Dr.  Wright,  on  the  other  hand, 
regards  Utrpos  as  the  subject. 

'  The  comparison  is  generally  supposed  to  be  between  Mark  and 
the  other  Synoptics.  However,  Wernle,  Syn.  Frage,  p.  207,  regards 
Papias'  informant  as  one  moving  in  Johannine  circles,  who  would  be 
more  likely  to  compare  Mark's  order  with  John's. 

3  Professor  Stanton,  however,  doubts  whether  this  is  more  than  a 
possibly  incorrect  inference  of  Eusebius,    The,  Gospels  as  Historical 
Documents,  vol.  i.  p.  169. 

4  Stanton  gives  A.D.  140-150.     Gospels,  etc.,  p.  52, 

5  Lightfoot,  Sup.  Religion,  p,  149  f. 
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by  Papias  was  our  Gospel  according  to  St.  Mark.  For 
to  dispute  this  '  we  must  suppose  that  two  different 
books  were  current  under  the  same  name  in  the  times 
of  Papias  and  Irenaeus  —  that  in  the  interval,  which  was 
less  than  fifty  years,  the  older  document  had  passed 
entirely  into  oblivion,  or  at  least  wholly  lost  its  first 
title  —  that  this  substitution  of  one  book  for  the  other 
was  so  secret  that  there  is  not  the  slightest  trace  of  the 
time,  the  motive,  the  mode  of  its  accomplishment,  and 
so  complete  that  Irenaeus,  Tertullian,  Clement,  Origen, 
and  Eusebius  applied  to  the  later  Gospel  what  was 
really  only  true  of  that  which  it  had  replaced.'  1 

II.  IRENAEUS,  Haer.  in.  i.  1. 

Non  enim  per  alios  dispositionem  salutis  nostrae 
cognovimus,  quam  per  eos  per  quos  Evangelium  per- 
venit  ad  nos  ;  quod  quidem  tune  praeconaverunt, 
postea  vero  per  Dei  voluntatem  in  Scripturis  nobis 
tradiderunt,  fundamentum  et  columnam  fidei  nostrae 
futurum  ...  6  yu-ev  8r)  MO,T#CUO<?  ev  Tot?  'E/3pauM9  rfj 
ISla  8ta\€KT(t)  avrcov  Kal  <ypa<pi]v  e^ijvejKev  6vay<ye\lov, 
rov  TLerpov  KOI  rov  Tlavkov  ev  'Peo/zT?  evayyeXi^o/jievcav 
Kal  Oe^ekiovvrwv  rrjv  eKK\Tjcrlav.  Mera  8e  rrjv  TOVTWV 
e£o8ov,  M.dpKO<;  6  p.adrfr^,  Kal  ep/jbyvevrr)?  Tltrpov,  Kal 


1  Westcott,  Canon  of  the  New  Test.,  Part  i.  chap.  ii.  p.  75.  See  also 
Lightfoot,  Sup.  Religion,  p.  163  ff.  Stanton,  Gospels,  etc.,  p.  53, 
remarks  :  '  In  regard  to  these  points  apologists  have  succeeded  in 
making  good  their  position.'  In  Hastings'  D.  B.,  vol.  ii.  'Gospels,' 
p.  235,  the  same  writer  appears  less  sure  of  this. 
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ra  viro  Yierpov  Kqpvcroro/jLeva  ey<ypd<f)a)<s 
Sw/ce.  Kal  Aou/ca?  Se,  6  a,Ko\ov6o<$  Tlav\ov, 
TO  VTT'  eiceivov  Kripvaaro^evov  evay<ye\,iov  ev  /3t/3Xta) 
KareOero.  "ETretra  'IcodvvrjS  6  fiaOijTr)?  rov  Kup/of,  o  KOI 
eVl  TO  aT7)0os  avrov  dvaTreaaiv,  Kal  avros  e^eScotce  TO 
eva<y<ye\Lov,  ev  'E^ecrw  Trjs  'Acrias  Siarplftcov. 


Haer.  n.  6. 

Marcus  interpres  et  sectator  Petri  initium  evan- 
gelicse  conscriptionis  fecit  sic  :  Initium  Evangelii  Jesu 
Christi  Filii  Dei. 

'  For  from  none  others  do  we  know  the  plan  of  our 
salvation  than  from  those  through  whom  the  Gospel 
came  to  us,  which  at  first  indeed  they  preached,  but 
afterwards  by  the  Will  of  God  handed  down  to  us  in 
the  Scriptures  to  be  the  foundation  and  pillar  of  our 
faith.  .  .  .  Matthew  among  the  Hebrews  in  their  own 
language  also  (as  well  as  preaching)  published  a  written 
gospel,  while  Peter  and  Paul  were  preaching  and  found- 
ing the  Church  in  Rome.  And  after  their  death,  Mark 
the  disciple  and  interpreter  of  Peter  —  he  too  has 
handed  down  to  us  in  writing  what  Peter  used  to 
preach.  And  Luke  also,  the  follower  of  Paul,  set  down 
in  a  book  the  Gospel  preached  by  him.  Afterwards 
John,  the  Lord's  disciple,  who  also  reclined  upon  His 
breast  —  he  too  put  forth  his  Gospel  while  residing  at 
Ephesus  in  Asia.' 

'  Mark,  the  interpreter    and  follower  of  Peter,  thus 
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began  to  write  his  Gospel, '  The  beginning  of  the  Gospel 
of  Jesus  Christ,  the  Son  of  God,'  etc. 

St.  Irenaeus  assures  us  by  these  passages  that  his 
St.  Mark  is  ours.  He  further  implies  that  the  preach- 
ing of  Peter  which  Mark  recorded  was  delivered  at 
Rome.  The  terms  in  which  he  describes  St.  Mark's 
relation  to  St.  Peter  so  closely  resemble  those  employed 
by  Papias,  that  there  seems  good  reason  to  believe  that 
Papias  was  the  source  of  his  information.  These 
additional  facts  therefore  could  probably  be  gathered 
from  the  Expositions  of  that  author.  Irenaeus  has 
been  very  generally  supposed  to  have  also  given  us 
an  indication  of  the  time  when  our  second  Gospel 
was  written,  viz.  after  the  death  of  the  two  Apostles. 
But  if  we  consider  the  point  of  his  argument  it  will  be 
seen  that  this  is  by  no  means  clear.  The  heretics,  accord- 
ing to  Irenaeus,  set  aside  the  testimony  of  Scripture. 
What  then  is  Scripture  ?  Scripture  is  nothing  else  than 
the  written  record  of  the  preaching  of  Apostles  and  eye- 
witnesses of  Jesus  Christ.  Accordingly  we  are  told  how 
St.  Matthew  both  preached  and  wrote  his  Gospel  in 
Hebrew.  SS.  Peter  and  Paul  preached  in  Rome,  and 
what  they  preached  is  known  to  us  still  after  their 
death,  for  Mark  has  handed  down  (-TrapaSeSw/ce)  to  us 
the  teaching  of  Peter,  and  Luke  wrote  down  that  of 
Paul.  John,  so  eminently  qualified  for  the  task  by  his 
close  companionship  with  our  Lord,  wrote  his  Gospel  at 
Ephesus.  The  point  throughout  is  not  the  time  or 
place  of  writing,  but  the  accurate  preservation  of  the 
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apostolic  tradition.  It  is  precarious  in  view  of  this  to 
insist  that  pera  rrjv  TOVTIOV  egooov  refers  to  the  time 
when  Mark  wrote.  It  may  just  as  well  emphasise  the 
fact  that  '  they  being  dead  yet  speak/  through  the 
written  Gospel,  and  with  this  interpretation  agrees 
the  perfect  tense  employed  to  denote  the  action  of  St 
Mark.1  St.  Irenaeus  wrote  c.  A.D.  190. 

III.  TERTULLIAN,  adv.  Marc.  iv.  5. 

'  Licet  et  Marcus  quod  edidit  Petri  affirmetur  cujus 
interpres  Marcus.'  '  And  what  Mark  published  may  be 
said  to  be  Peter's,  whose  interpreter  Mark  was.'  Tert. 
c.  A.D.  200  repeats  the  argument  of  Irenaeus,  but  adds 
nothing  to  our  information. 

IV.  ST.  CLEMENT  OF  ALEXANDRIA  AP.  EUSEB. 
H.  E.  vi.  14. 

8e  .  .  .   6  KA^/iT;?  .  .  .  7rapd8oaiv  rwv  aveicadev 
redeirai,  TOVTOV  e^ovcrav  TOV  rpoirov,  Trpo- 


TO  Se  Kara  M.dptcov  ravrijv  eo-jfriKevai  rrjv  olicovofitav, 
Tov  Tlerpov  Bvjftocria  ev  'Pa)/j,r)  Krjpv^avro^  TOV  \oyov,  Kai 
TO  evajye\Lov  e'^et7r6i/ro9,  TOU<?  Trapovras 
v?  ovras  7rapaKa\ecrat,  rov  M-dpicov,  a>?  av 
dKO\ov6ij(ravTa  aura)  iroppwOev  Kal  /Ae/Avrj/uievov  TWV 
\e%6evTO)v  dvaypatyai  ra  elpr)fjt.eva'  ironjcravTa  Se  TO 
evayye\i,ov  /AeTaSovvai,  rot?  Seofievois  avTov.  "QTrep 

1  See  Rev.  J.  Chapman  on  St.  Irenaeus  on  the  Dates  of  the  Gospels, 
J.  T.  S.,  vol.  vi.  -24. 
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rbv    Tlerpov,    TTporpeTrr  I/CMS    pr/re   Ka>\vcrai, 


'  And  again  .  .  .  Clement  .  .  .  has  set  down  a  tradi- 
tion of  the  primitive  elders  of  this  sort — that  the  parts 
containing  the  genealogies  were  written  before  the 
Gospels,  and  that  the  Gospel  according  to  St.  Mark 
had  this  origin — when  Peter  was  publicly  preaching 
the  Word  in  Rome  and,  through  the  Spirit,  proclaiming 
the  Gospel,  those  who  were  present,  being  many,  ex- 
horted Mark,  as  one  who  had  followed  him  long  and 
remembered  what  he  spake,  to  write  his  sayings  down. 
And  having  composed  his  Gospel  he  gave  it  to  those 
who  asked  him  for  it.  And  Peter,  when  he  knew  of  it, 
was  anxious  neither  to  hinder  nor  to  encourage  him.' 

CLEM.  ALEX.,  Adumbr.  in  I  Pet.  v.  13. 

Marcus,  Petri  sectator,  palam  praedicante  Petro 
Evangelium  Romae  coram  quibusdam  Caesarianis 
equitibus,  et  multa  Christi  testimonia  praeferente, 
petitus  ab  iis,  ut  possent  quae  dicebantur  memoriae 
commendare,  scripsit  ex  his,  quae  Petro  dicta  sunt, 
Evangelium  quod  secundum  Marcum  vocitatur. 

'  When  Peter  was  publicly  preaching  the  Gospel  at 
Rome  in  the  presence  of  certain  knights  of  the  imperial 
guard,  and  producing  many  testimonies  for  Christ, 
Mark,  the  follower  of  Peter,  being  requested  by  them 
for  means  whereby  to  commit  to  memory  what  was 
being  said,  wrote  from  the  sayings  of  Peter  the  Gospel 
which  bears  the  name  of  that  according  to  Mark.' 
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V.  ORIGEN  AP.  EUSEB.  H.  E.  vi.  25. 

Sevrepov  &e  TO  Kara  M.dpKoi>,  &>9   Ilerpo?   v 


ai>T(£, 


'And  the  second  Gospel  is  that  according  to  Mark, 
who  composed  it  according  as  Peter  narrated  it  to 
him.' 

According  to  the  Alexandrine  tradition,  we  get  the 
following  distinct  assertions:  (1)  The  Gospel  was  com- 
posed by  Mark  at  the  request  of  St.  Peter's  Roman 
congregation.  (2)  It  was  composed  during  the  lifetime 
of  the  Apostle.  Further,  St.  Clement  asserts  that  St. 
Peter  had  no  direct  share  in  its  production.  Origen, 
on  the  other  hand,  implies  that  he  had. 

The  important  points  in  the  ancient  external  testi- 
mony to  St.  Mark's  Gospel  appear  to  be  these:  (1)  St. 
Mark  was  the  interpreter  of  St.  Peter  ;  according  to  one 
statement  he  occupied  this  position  for  a  long  time. 
(2)  He  recorded  his  reminiscences  of  the  public  teach- 
ing of  the  Apostle.  (3)  This  teaching  was  given  at 
Rome.  (4)  Where  any  distinct  indication  of  the  time 
of  composition  is  given,  it  is  asserted  to  have  been  in 

HOW  does    the  lifetime  of  St.  Peter.    (5)  The  Gospel  was  written 

thisevid-    at  Rome. 

ence  agree 

with  the  The  questions  arise  —  how  far  can  this  evidence  be 
history  of  reconciled  with  what  is  known  of  the  relationship 
st.  Mark  subsisting  between  the  two,  and  with  the  internal 

and  St. 

Peter?        evidence  contained  in  the  Gospel,  or  obtained  by  com- 
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parison  with  other  Gospels,  of  the  method  of  composi- 
tion followed  by  the  writer  ? 

We  have  seen  that  St.  Peter  and  St.  Mark  were  at  They  were 
Rome  together  during  the  Neronian  persecution.   Their  JJfJJero" 
companionship  at  this  time   might  have  lasted  foumianper- 
or  five  years,  A.D.  60-65,  quite  long  enough,  especially s< 
under  the  circumstances  of  stress  and  trial  to  which 
they  were   subjected,  to  establish  between  them  the 
bond  of  parental  and  filial  affection  to  which  St.  Peter 
gives  expression  in  the  words  'Mark  my  son';   long 
enough  also  for  the  composition  of  the  Gospel. 

Something  may  be  said  in  favour  of  St.  Peter's  St.  Peter 
presence  in  Rome  at  a  very  early  date.  While  a 
twenty-five  years'  continuous  residence  there  is  clearly 
inadmissible  in  view  of  the  narrative  of  the  Acts,  the 
expressions  in  St.  Paul's  Epistle  to  the  Romans  and 
the  silence  of  the  rest  of  the  New  Testament,  yet  the 
early  appearance  and  the  strength  of  the  tradition 
are  facts  which  cannot  be  lightly  passed  over.  The 
Liberian  Catalogue  of  the  Bishops  of  Rome,  in  which 
this  tradition  appears,  and  of  which  the  earliest  form 
was  traced  by  Du  Cange  and  accepted  by  Bishop 
Lightfoot  and  others  as  from  the  pen  of  Hippolytus  of 
Portus,  was  written  on  this  hypothesis,  c.  A.D.  234.1 
Hippolytus  was  no  bigoted  upholder  of  Papal  claims, 
rather  the  reverse.  The  tradition  must  have  been 
well  established  in  his  day.  Is  it  fanciful  to  suggest 
that  the  basis  of  fact  on  which  it  rests  is  the  presence 

1  Lightfoot,  St.  Clem.,  vol.  i.  pp.  258-261. 
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of  St.  Peter  at  Rome  some  twenty  years  before  he  was 
martyred  there  ?  The  language  of  the  Epistle  to  the 
Romans  implies  the  presence  in  that  city  of  such  a 
considerable  body  of  Christians  that  it  is  almost  incon- 
ceivable that  there  should  have  been  no  Apostolic 
supervision  of  them  before  the  writer  was  brought 
there  a  prisoner.  Bishop  Lightfoot,  indeed,  considers 
that  the  language  of  Rom.  xv.  20-24  precludes  such  a 
supposition.1  There  are  scholars,  however,  who  incline 
to  the  opposite  view.2  They  represent  the  Apostle  as 
laying  down  his  general  rule  not  to  build  on  another 
man's  foundation,  in  pursuance  of  which  he  intends  to 
open  fresh  ground  in  Spain.  The  circumstances  and 
opportunities,  however,  of  the  Roman  Church  are  so 
unique,  that  he  cannot  but  yield  to  his  intense  desire 
to  visit  it  on  his  way  thither.  He  is  in  fact  infringing 
his  rule  in  consequence  of  special  circumstances.  But 
if  we  are  to  admit  that  another  Apostle  preceded  St. 
Paul  in  Rome,  tradition  leaves  us  no  choice  as  to  which 
of  them  it  was.  It  could  be  none  other  than  St.  Peter. 
Then,  supposing  St.  Peter  to  have  been  martyred  in 
Rome  A.D.  65,  the  earliest  date  when  we  can  find  room 
for  such  a  visit  would  be  A.D.  43,  at  which  period  we 
may  pretty  confidently  place  his  imprisonment  by 
Herod  and  subsequent  departure  to  'another  place.' 
But  these  possibilities  do  not  provide  for  early  co- 
operation in  Rome  on  the  part  of  St.  Peter  and  St. 

1  Lightfoot,  St.  Clem.,  vol.  i.  p.  491. 

2  Liddon,  Ep.  to  the  Rom.,  pp.  286-289  ;  Backbam,  Acts,  xii.  17. 
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Mark.  In  A.D.  48  St.  Peter  is  back  at  Jerusalem,  and 
between  these  dates  St.  Mark  has  been  with  SS. 
Barnabas  and  Paul  on  their  first  missionary  journey, 
and  has  returned  to  Jerusalem,  whence  he  seems  to 
have  gone  from  the  Council  held  there  to  Antioch. 
After  that,  probably  in  the  latter  part  of  A.D.  48,  he 
accompanied  his  relative  St.  Barnabas  to  Cyprus. 
From  A.D.  50  to  65  there  is  plenty  of  time  for  such 
co-operation,  albeit  when  we  hear  of  the  Roman  Church 
at  intervals  during  this  period  St.  Peter  is  not  there. 
The  early  co-operation  of  these  two  in  Rome,  although  Early  co- 
not  impossible,  is  therefore  on  the  whole  improbable,  between'st. 
and  the  period  of  composition  of  our  second  Gospel  is  Peter  and 

,      .  ,  .^  .   ,.  . -,  St.  Mark 

best    placed,  in    accordance  with    existing   evidence,  atRomeim. 
between  the  years  A.D.  60-65.  probable. 

Such  co-operation,  however,  may  well  be  presumed  But  almost 
to  have  occurred  in  Jerusalem  during  the  period  from  too 
the  descent  of  the  Holy  Spirit  at  Pentecost  to  Herod's  at  Jem- 

Sll  fiTll 

persecution,  A.D.  43.  If  St.  Mark's  mother  was  so 
prominent  a  person  in  the  infant  Church  there,  that 
her  house  was  the  meeting-place  at  which  St.  Peter 
might  expect  to  find  his  brethren  interceding  for  him 
in  his  time  of  peril,  St.  Mark  himself  would  be  known 
to  the  Apostle.  From  what  we  know  of  St.  Peter's 
character  we  may  be  sure  that  none  of  the  Apostles 
would  take  a  more  prominent  position  in  the  instruc- 
tion of  inquirers  than  he.  We  have  already  seen 
reason  to  believe  that  St.  Mark's  Gospel  was  virtually 
a  reproduction  of  an  older  foundation  document  drawn 
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up  to  form  the  basis  of  oral  instruction  in  the  facts  of 

our   Lord's    life    at    some   early   centre   of  Christian 

activity.     It  has  been,  moreover,  suggested  that  round 

such  a  nucleus  other  stories,  drawn  from  the  reminis- 

Thefcmnda-  cences  of  other  disciples,  would  soon  gather.     But  if  in 

tiondocu-    £ke  meant;ime  the  original  compiler  had  betaken  him- 

nient  as 

well  as  our  self  to  a  life  of  travel,  might  he  not  take  his  story  with 
the  ^m'  using  it  perhaps  as  the  basis  of  his  own  catechetical 


work  of  instructions  ?  And  then  his  early  association  with  St. 
Peter  was  renewed  in  Rome,  and  in  the  more  literary 
atmosphere  of  the  capital  he  was  inspired  with  the 
idea  of  revising  his  MS.  and  publishing  it  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Roman  Church.  In  the  meantime  the  supple- 
mented copies  circulating  at  Jerusalem  combined  in 
various  ways  with  St.  Matthew's  '  Logia/  or  book  of 
the  '  oracles  '  of  our  Lord,  to  form  the  basis  of  the  other 
two  Synoptic  records. 
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VII 

THE   UNIQUE   IMPORTANCE   OF   THE   MARCAN  TRADITION 
AND   ITS   MAIN   CHARACTERISTICS 

IF  it  be  the  case  that  our  St.  Mark's  Gospel  was  written  The  second 
at  Rome  during  the  lifetime  of  St.  Peter,  and  while  P0*^1  a11 

0    _  but  the 

St.  Mark  was  in  his  company,  then  it  follows  that  this  work  of  an 
record  is  all  but  an  account  of  an  eye-witness  of  our  ^yitness 
Lord's  earthly  life.     This  cannot  be  predicated  to  the  Not  so  with 
same  extent  of  the  first  and  third  Gospels.    The  author  JJd^Sd 
of  the  third  Gospel  almost   seems  to  imply  that  he  Gospels, 
relied  for  his  information  more  or  less  on  documents 
written  by  others.     The  first  Gospel,  indeed,  bears  the 
name  of  an  Apostle,  but  we  have  already  seen  to  what 
a  large  extent  both  he  and  the  author  of  the  third 
derive  matter,  order  of  incidents,  and  even  language, 

*  O  O      ' 

from  the  foundation  document  to  which  our  second 
Gospel  bears  the  closest  resemblance,  which,  indeed,  is 
the  germ  from  which  that  Gospel  grew.  The  strong 
and  unwavering  tradition  that  St.  Matthew  composed 
his  Gospel  in  '  Hebrew,'  renders  it  highly  improbable 
that  even  the  non-Marcan  matter  contained  in  the  first 
Gospel  was  written,  as  we  have  it  now,  by  the  Apostle 
St.  Matthew  ;  and  if  it  were,  it  is  impossible  to  suppose 

H 
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that  he  would   combine   it    with    St.  Mark's  record, 
transcribing  the  very  words  of  St.  Peter's  interpreter, 
even  in  narrating  incidents  at  which  he  was  present  as 
an  eye-witness.     St.  Mark's  Gospel  and  that  ascribed 
to  St.  John  possess  an  altogether  peculiar  authority, 
on  the  supposition  that  the  latter  was  actually  written 
by  the  Apostle  whose  name  it  bears.     If  irreconcilable 
discrepancies  occur  between  the  second  Gospel  and  the 
first  or  third,  the  witness  of  the  second  is  to  be  pre- 
ferred.    Even  where  St.  John  comes  into  conflict  with 
St.  Mark,  tho  authority  of  the  Apostle  is  not  so  greatly 
superior  to  that  of  the  recorder  of  St.  Peter's  reminis- 
cences.    This  would  seem  to  be  a  condition  of  things 
where  the  '  harmonist's '  methods,  discredited  though 
they   have   sometimes   been  by  forced  and  unnatural 
attempts  to  reconcile  apparently  conflicting  statements, 
may  be  welcomed.    Nevertheless  one  or  two  preliminary 
considerations  are  not  out  of  place.     St.  John,  according 
to  the  universal  tradition,  wrote  his  Gospel  in  extreme 
old  age.     The  Lord's    teaching,  indeed,  was  burnt  in 
upon    his    mind ;  his   recollection   of  the   impression 
made  upon  him  by  the  Personality  of  his  Master  was 
clear   and  ineffaceable,  but  it  is  permissible  to  think 
that   a  process  of  unconscious  accommodation  of  the 
incidents  as  regards  their  order  and  the  circumstances 
under  which  they  took  place  to  the  teaching  which 
they  illustrated  may  have  set  in  during  the  lapse  oi 
years,  and  that  some  of  the  minor  details  of  the  story 
may  have  slipped  his  memory.     The  different  tempera- 
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merits  of  the  writers,  and  the  different  classes  of  readers  The  differ- 
for  whom  the  records  were  intended,  would  also  tend  amentTof'" 
to  produce  apparently  divergent  testimony.  The  the  writers. 
second  Gospel  bears  the  impress  of  a  keen  and  practi- 
cal mind,  for  which  the  movement  of  life  and  outward 
effects  of  action  would  have  the  keenest  interest.  The 
fourth  Gospel  is  the  work  of  a  meditative  and  intro- 
spective nature  which  tended  to  give  prominence  to 
the  revelation  in  teaching  of  transcendent  spiritual 
truths,  and  to  make  all  the  details  of  incident  subor- 
dinate to  this  aim.  Again,  if  the  view  is  right  which  Difference 
has  been  set  forth  in  these  pages,  the  class  of  hearers  of  readers- 
for  whose  instruction  the  foundation  document  was 
drawn  up  was  that  of  recent  converts  to  Christianity 
among  the  Jews,  and  the  aim  of  St.  Mark  when  he 
rewrote  it  into  our  second  Gospel  was  to  adapt  it  to 
the  needs  of  similar  persons  among  the  Gentiles.  The 
fourth  Gospel,  on  the  other  hand,  was  drawn  up  to 
provide  an  historical  basis  for  the  deeper  teaching 
current  in  thoughtful  circles  of  a  comparatively  long 
settled  and  organised  Christian  community.  When 
these  facts  are  born  in  mind,  it  will  be  felt  that  as  far 
as  authority  goes  there  is  not  much  to  choose  between 
the  two  Gospels,  and  moreover,  that  it  would  hardly 
be  strange  if  divergencies,  at  this  distance  of  time 
irreconcilable,  were  not  infrequent. 

Yet,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  doubtful  if  there  are  any  Probably 

•  -IT  i          i  •  all  alleged 

which  are  not  susceptible  of  a  natural  explanation.  Take,  disc 


for  example,  that  to  which  many  critics  point  as  abso-  ciesmf7  be 


reconciled. 
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An  lutely  inexplicable — the  apparent  difference  between  the 

ce'  chronology  of  the  Crucifixion  as  given  by  St.  John,  and 
that  found  in  the  Synoptic  Gospels  and  based  on  St.  Mark. 
According  to  St.  John,  the  day  of  Crucifixion  was  14th 
Nisan,  and  our  Lord  died  at  the  very  time  when  the 
slaughter  of  the  Paschal  Lamb  was  going  on  in  the 
Temple  Courts.  The  Synoptists  seem  to  place  the 
Last  Supper  on  that  day,  and  the  Crucifixion  therefore 
on  the  first  day  of  the  Feast.  But,  on  the  other  hand, 
it  has  been  well  pointed  out  that  the  details  given  by 
St.  Mark  of  what  took  place  on  the  day  of  Crucifixion 
— the  gathering  of  the  Sanhedrim,  the  pronouncing  of 
judgment,  the  dealings  between  the  priests  and  the 
Roman  Governor,  the  incident  of  Simon  of  Gyrene 
coming  into  Jerusalem,  apparently  from  his  work,  the 
presence  of  the  high  priests  at  Calvary,  the  burial  by 
Joseph  of  Arimathea,  a  member  of  the  Sanhedrim — are 
all  utterly  inconsistent  with  the  view  that  the  day  was 
that  high  festival,  always  observed  with  the  greatest 
Sabbatical  strictness,  the  15th  Nisan.  Thus,  if  there 
be  an  irreconcilable  divergency,  it  is  not  between  St. 
John  and  St.  Mark,  but  between  different  passages  of 
the  second  Gospel.  St.  John's  clear  and  coherent 
account  of  the  course  of  events  raises  the  suspicion 
that  he  was  designedly  correcting  a  false  impression 
produced  on  Gentile  readers  by  the  Synoptic  records — 
an  impression  which,  probably,  the  first  hearers  of  the 
lessons  based  on  the  foundation  document  of  St.  Mark 
ran  no  risk  of  receiving.  Is  it  a  forced  and  unnatural 
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use  of  '  harrnonistic '  methods  to  suggest  that  the 
Apostles  always  looked  on  the  '  Last  Supper '  as  their 
Paschal  meal  that  year,  that  our  Lord  intended  them 
to  look  on  it  in  that  light,  that  for  this  purpose  He 
conducted  it  largely  in  accordance  with  the  recognised 
Paschal  ceremonial,  and  actually  bestowed  on  it  the 
name  of '  this  Passover '  (Luke  xxii.  15),  but  yet,  in  the 
strict  and  literal  sense  of  the  term,  it  was  not  the 
Paschal  meal  at  all  ?  It  is  at  least  noteworthy  that  of 
the  one  ingredient  of  the  Feast  which  it  was  impossible 
to  obtain  before  the  proper  day — the  Lamb — there  is  no 
mention  in  any  of  the  records.  Had  the  Lamb  been 
partaken  of,  can  we  believe  that  our  Lord  would  have 
made  no  use  of  its  rich  typological  significence  ?  Now 
the  history  of  Christian  exegesis,  both  ancient  and 
modern,  shows  conclusively  that  no  other  apparent 
divergency  between  the  Johannine  and  Synoptic 
records  has  presented  so  great  difficulty  to  the  minds 
of  students  as  this.  If,  therefore,  the  explanation  of  it 
given  above  be  felt  to  be  a  natural  one,  we  may  be 
sceptical  as  to  whether  there  are  any  absolutely  irre- 
concilable divergencies  between  these  two  records, 
notwithstanding  the  very  different  way  in  which  the 
respective  Evangelists  deal  with  their  subject. 

Nevertheless,   admitting   all  that   can   be  urged  as  uniquepre- 
regards  the  unique  importance  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  ^^"^ 
still  the  second  retains  another  title  to  pre-eminence  in  Gospel, 
that  being,  as  we  have  seen,  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
the  record   of  an   eye-witness,  it  is  also   the  earliest 
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of  second 
Gospel. 


account  of  our  Lord's  earthly  ministry  which  has  corne 
down  to  us ;  and  the  view  of  our  Lord's  life  and  work 
which  it  presents  was  probably  that  through  which  the 
mass  of  ordinary  converts  in  the  first  ages  accepted 
Christianity.  We  shall,  therefore,  now  proceed  to  con- 
sider the  more  important  characteristics  of  the  tradition 
therein  contained. 

The  Marcan  tradition  is  not  a  biography  of  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ,  but  a  series  of  reminiscences  of  His  public 
ministry.  Hence  it  appropriately  begins,  not  with  His 
birth  and  childhood,  but  with  the  preaching  of  His 
forerunner  and  His  own  baptism.1  It  exhibits  Him  in 
the  twofold  light  of  a  teacher  of  great  truths  and  a 
worker  of  mighty  deeds,  but,  as  compared  with  other 
traditions,  it  greatly  emphasises  the  latter  aspect.  If 
the  Marcan  tradition  alone  had  come  down  to  us,  we 
should  have  lost  much  the  greater  part  of  our  Saviour's 
oral  teaching.  Not  to  mention  the  Johannine  side  of 
His  doctrine,  the  teaching  of  a  Heavenly  Father's  love 
lies  outside  this  earliest  written  tradition,  and  from  the 
three  parables  it  contains  we  should  have  had  no  con- 
ception of  the  extent  to  which  He  resorted  to  this 
method  of  instruction,  nor  of  the  depth  and  variety  of 
the  truths  He  thus  set  forth.  On  the  other  hand,  our 
conception  of  His  active  life,  as  He  moved  among  the 
people  of  Galilee,  would  have  been  immeasurably  poorer 

1  In  Hastings'  D.  B.,  vol.  ii.  p.  239,  the  commencement  with  the 
preaching  of  St.  John  Baptist  is  traced  to  a  natural  instinct  of  the 
teachers  whose  oral  lessons  preceded  the  written  Gospels. 
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without  this  tradition.  The  Marcan  tradition  exhibits 
the  character  of  our  Lord's  intercourse  with  His 
disciples  more  fully  than  any  other.  It  tells  of  the 
inner  circle  consisting  of  St.  Peter  and  the  sons  of 
Zebedee,  and  not  quite  so  intimately  associated  with 
Him  as  the  others,  St.  Andrew.  It  reveals  to  us  His 
tender  love  for  His  own ;  it  also  manifests,  without  any 
softening,  as  in  the  other  traditions,  the  stern  severity 
with  which  at  times  He  reproached  them.  In  the 
Marcan  tradition  we  not  only  hear  the  Saviour's  words, 
we  also  see  His  gestures,  as  nowhere  else;  we  realise 
that  there  were  times  when  His  very  appearance  had 
an  awe-inspiring  effect  upon  beholders.  If  the  single 
tradition  of  the  third  Gospel  emphasises  His  wonder- 
fully sympathetic  dealings  with  women,  from  the 
Marcan  tradition  we  gather  the  depth  and  tenderness 
of  His  love  of  children. 

It  is  unfortunate  for  those  whose  aim  is  to  present 
us  with  a  true  Gospel  story,  which  shall  be  free  from 
what  is  called  the  'miraculous/  that  not  only  is  the 
earliest  written  record  of  the  Saviour's  words  and  works 
the  fullest  of  these  mighty  deeds,  in  proportion  to  its 
length,  but  that  the  ablest  critics  are  constrained  to 
confess  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  reconstruct  from 
it  any  hypothetical  earlier  document  which  should  be 
free  from  these  elements.  In  the  second  Gospel  the 
strange  phenomena  connected  with  demoniacal  posses- 
sion obtrude  themselves  more  obstinately  than  else- 
where ;  the  demon's  confession  of  our  Lord's  power  and 
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celestial  rank  occurs  four  times  there,  as  compared  with 
once  in  the  first  Gospel,  and  three  times  in  the  third ; 
these  instances  in  the  other  Synoptics  all  being  drawn 
from  St.  Mark. 

In  all  traditions  of  our  Lord's  mighty  works  the 
importance  of  faith,  whether  on  the  part  of  the  person 
healed,  or  of  those  interested  in  him,  as  normally  con- 
ditioning his  cure  is  brought  forward.  It  is  more 
emphatically  dwelt  upon,  however,  in  the  Marcan 
tradition  than  elsewhere. 

Similarly,  our  Lord's  habit  of  accompanying  His 
acts  of  healing  with  some  symbolical  gesture  is  more 
frequently  noticed  in  this  tradition,  and  the  use  of 
symbolical  accessories,  such  as  spittle,  or  in  the  case  of 
the  Mission  of  the  Twelve,  oil,  is  almost  peculiar  to  the 
second  Gospel,  the  only  exception  being  in  the  fourth 
Gospel  where  the  water  of  the  Pool  of  Siloam  is  so 
employed. 

As  in  the  case  of  demoniacal  possession,  so  also  in  a 
less  degree  of  miracles  of  healing,  the  Marcan  tradition 
frequently  exhibits  our  Lord  as  unwilling  to  allow  the 
objects  of  His  beneficence  to  bear  public  testimony  to 
the  benefits  they  have  received.  '  The  purpose/  says 
Dr.  Swete,1  '  was  to  prevent  a  premature  divulgence  of 
His  true  character.'  Dr.  Sanday 2  sees  in  it  resistance 
to  the  temptation  to  lower  His  conduct  to  the  level  of 
the  Messiah  of  popular  expectation.  Whatever  the 
reason  be,  it  marks  the  policy  of  our  Lord  in  dealing 

1  Swete,  Com.  on  St.  Mark,  iii.  12.  2  /.  T.  S.,  vol.  v.  No.  19. 


CHARACTER  OF  THE  SECOND  GOSPEL    121 

with  those  who  are  not  hostile  to  His  claims.  Only 
after  the  Resurrection  are  they  to  be  permitted  to 
speak  out. 

Again  we  turn  to  the  Marcan  tradition  to  be  assured, 
in  plain  and  unveiled  language,  that  at  any  rate  from 
the  time  immediately  preceding  our  Lord's  Transfigura- 
tion, His  approaching  death,  and  the  manner  of  it,  as 
well  as  His  Resurrection,  were  clearly  present  to  His 
view. 

More  than  any  other,  this  tradition  exhibits  Him  as 
very  man;  it  alone  hints  at  any  limitation  of  His 
knowledge ;  it  alone  records  the  cry  of  deepest  anguish 
from  the  Cross. 

To  sum  up  in  a  single  phrase,  it  may  be  said  that  for 
that  kind  of  knowledge  of  our  Lord,  which  St.  Paul  in 
a  somewhat  depreciatory  fashion  terms  '  to  know  Christ 
after  the  flesh,'  there  is  no  authority  which  can  com- 
pare with  the  records  of  the  Marcan  tradition.  The 
passage,  2  Cor.  v.  16,  seems  to  imply  that  even  the 
Apostle,  though  he  had  now  passed  to  a  deeper  and 
truer  knowledge  of  his  Divine  Master,  had  at  one  time 
found  help  from  this,1  and  whether  this  were  so  or  not 
with  him,  it  has  certainly  proved  true  of  multitudes  of 
less  eminent  members  of  the  Christian  Church. 

1  This  is  Dean  Stanley's  view  (com.  ad  loc.  cit. ).  Dr.  Waite  (Speaker's 
Com.)  thinks  that  St.  Paul  is  referring  to  the  prejudiced  view  of  our 
Lord  which  he  entertained  before  his  conversion. 
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VIII 

CHRISTOLOGY   OF   THE   MARCAN   TRADITION 

IF  the  character  and  weight  of  the  Marcan  tradition 
be  as  in  this  treatise  is  maintained,  it  is  evident  that 
the  Christology  of  the  second  Gospel  assumes  a  position 
of  peculiar  importance.  What  that  is  the  following 
analysis  will,  it  is  hoped,  make  plain. 

I.  THE  PERSON  OF  JESUS  CHRIST. 

A.  Unique  features  and  characteristics. 

a.  His    position    in   relation    to    God    and    Man 
respectively : — 

1.  He  is  the  Son  of  God,  i.  11,  iii.  11,  viii.  38, 

ix.  7,  xii.  6,  xiv.  61. 

2.  The  title  Kvpios  is  ascribed  to  Him,  and 

once  in  such  a  way  as  to  suggest  the 
Divine  meaning  of  that  title  as  used  in 
the  LXX.  to  represent  the  Tetragramrnaton, 
viz.  i.  3.  Other  instances  of  the  title: 
v.  19(?);  xi.  3,  9(?);  xii.  36. 

Yet,  although  He  accepts  and  makes 
use  of  this  designation,  He  in  some  sense 
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regards  God  as  His  God,  xv.  34;  and  on 
one  occasion  He  appears  to  refuse  the 
ascription  of  absolute  goodness  as  some- 
thing which  appertains  to  God  alone, 
x.  18.  It  must  be  noted,  however,  that 
in  this  passage  the  language  is  ambigu- 
ous, and  that  the  Christian  Church  has 
not  so  understood  it. 

3.  He  is   the   Christ,  i.e.   the    Messiah,   the 

Anointed  One,  ix.  41,  xiv.  61,  xv.  32. 

4.  As  such  He  is  sent  by  God,  ix.  37. 

5.  The  Messianic  title  of  '  the  Beloved,'  6  dya- 

77-77x69,  is  His,  i.  11,  xii.  6,  ix.  7.1 

6.  He  is  called  6  ayios  rov  @eoO,  apparently 

also  a  Messianic  title  of  later  Judaism, 
i.  24. 

7.  He  is  approved  of  by  God,  i.  11. 

8.  He  is  borne  witness  to  by  God,  i.  11,  ix.  7. 

9.  And  by  evil  spirits,  i.  24,  iii.  11,  v.  7. 

N.B. — As  regards  the  testimony  of  men, 
it  must  be  remembered  that  in  Galilee, 
especially,  He  frequently  discourages  the 
public  acknowledgment  of  His  Messianic 
dignity,  i.  25,  34,  44;  iii.  12;  vii.  36; 
viii.  26-30;  ix.  9,  30.  But  see,  on  the 
other  hand,  v.  19  ;  ix.  39,  41. 
10.  He  advances  his  Messianic  claim  in  the 

1  See   Dean   Robinson,   Ephcsians,   note   on    '  The   Beloved '   as  a 
Messianic  title,  p.  229. 
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name  by  which  He  so  frequently  calls 
Himself,  6  vio$  TOV  avOpcoTrov,  a  name 
denoting  an  unique  position  of  God-given 
authority  among  men,  ii.  10,  28 ;  viii.  31, 
38 ;  x.  45  ;  xiii.  26  ;  xiv.  62. 

11.  As  regards  the  Chosen  People,  He  is  their 

King,  xv.  2,  9,  18,  19,  26,  32. 

12.  He  on  one  occasion  manifested  Himself  to 

some  of  His  closest  disciples  in  a  situation 
which  not  merely  suggests  a  superhuman 
glory  and  dignity  belonging  to  Him,  but 
also  that  it  belongs  to  Him  as  the  fulfil- 
ment of  Old  Testament  Scripture — the 
Law  and  the  Prophets,  ix.  2-8. 

13.  His  triumphant  entry  into  Jerusalem  could 

only   be   intelligible   as   a   claim   to   the 
Messianic  title,  xi.  1-11 ;  cf.  Matt.  xxi.  11. 
/3.  The  gifts  and  endeavours  of  Jesus  Christ  as 
regards  this  position  : — 

1.  In  a  special  way  the  Holy  Spirit  came  into 

and  abode  in  Him,  i.  10,  12 ;  iii.  28,  29 ; 
xiv.  9. 

2.  He  had  authority  from  God  to  forgive  sins, 

ii.  10 ;  cf.  Matt.  ix.  8. 

3.  He  had  marvellous  power  over  diseased  or 

distressed  spirits,  ii.  5 ;  minds,  i.  25,  39, 
iii.  5,  10,  v.  25-34,  vi.  34,  viii.  2,  23-25, 
x.  52  ;  which  extended  even  to  the  raising 
of  the  dead,v.  41,  42. 


THE  MARCAN  CHRISTOLOGY  125 

4.  He  had  power  over  the  forces  of  Nature, 

iv.  35-41,  vi.  41,  48,  viii.  8 ;  and  over  the 
brute  creation,  v.  13. 

5.  His  teaching  was   marked   by   tokens  of 

unprecedented  power,  i.  22,  xi.  8. 

6.  He  was  endowed  with  powers  of  foresight 

and  prediction  to  an  unprecedented  de- 
gree, ii.  20 ;  viii.  31 ;  ix.  1,  31 ;  x.  33,  34, 
39 ;  xiii.  1-37,  xiv.  7,  8, 17-21,  27,  28,  30,  41. 
N.B. — The  fulfilment  of  many  of  these 
predictions  fell  within  the  compass  of  the 
book — His  betrayal,  xiv.  18,  43,  cf.  xiv.  10, 
11 ;  His  desertion,  xiv.  27,  cf.  xiv.  49  ;  His 
denial  by  St.  Peter,  xiv.  29,  31,  cf.  xiv.  72 ; 
His  rejection  by  the  chief  priests  and 
elders,  xiv.  64,  cf.  viii.  31,  x.  33 ;  His 
delivery  to  Pontius  Pilate,  mocking  and 
insult,  xvi.  1,  18-20,  cf.  x.  33 ;  His  Cruci- 
fixion, xv.  24,  cf.  ix.  33,  x.  34 ;  His  burial, 
xv.  46,  cf.  xiv.  8  ;  His  Resurrection,  xvi.  6, 
cf.  viii.  31,  ix.  31,  x.  34,  xiv.  28;  His 
appearance  after  Resurrection  in  Galilee, 
xiv.  28.  The  fulfilment  of  this  last  does 
not  appear  in  the  existing  text,  but  the 
way  for  such  a  record  is  clearly  pre- 
pared by  the  announcement  of  the  angel, 
xvi.  7. 

7.  His  very  appearance  at  times  struck  awe 

into  the  beholders,  ix.  15,  x.  32. 
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B.  Characteristics   common   to    Jesus    Christ    with 
other  men. 

a.  He  had  relations 

1.  With  the  past  in  a  line  of  descent — that  of  the 

royal  family  of  David,  x.  47,  48. 

2.  With  the  present  in  the  possession  of  human 

kindred — a   mother,   brethren,  and  sisters, 

vi.  3. 

y8.  He  at  one  time  worked  for  His  living,  vi.  3. 
7.  His  limitations : 

1.  Of  will— a  human  will  distinct  from  that  of 

His  heavenly  Father,  xiv.  35. 

2.  Of  knowledge,  xiii.  32. 

3.  Of  power — He  must  rely  on  help  from  above, 

obtained  by  prayer,  i.  35,  vi.  46,  ix.  29. 
B.  His  experiences : 

1.  Temptations,  i.  12,  viii.  33. 

2.  Bodily  suffering,  hunger,  xi.  12 ;  thirst,  xv.  36, 

43-45 ;  weariness,  iv.  38 ;  betrayal,  xiv.  45 ; 
arrest  and  dragging  about,  xiv.  46,  53 ;  in- 
sult, xiv.  65,  xv.  9,  17-20,  29,  31,  32; 
scourging,  xv.  15  ;  stripping,  xv.  24 ;  cruci- 
fixion, xv.  24,  xvi.  6 ;  death,  xv.  37 ;  burial, 
xv.  46,  47,  xvi.  6. 

3.  Mental    sufferings,   disappointment,   viii.   12, 

17-21 ;  indignation  at  wrong,  iii.  5,  x.  14 ; 
extremity  of  dejection,  xiv.  33-36,  xv.  34. 
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II.  THE  MISSION  OF  JESUS  CHRIST. 

A.  During  His  life  on  earth. 

1.  As  a  moral  teacher : 

To  preach  repentance,  i.  15,  ii.  17 ;  faith,  ii.  5, 
iv.  41,  v.  34,  36,  vi.  6,  ix.  19,  23,  xi.  23, 
24;  love  to  God  and  Man,  xii.  29-34; 
simplicity  of  heart,  ix.  35,  x.  14 ;  reverence 
for  goodness  in  others,  ix.  42 ;  whole-hearted 
loyalty  to  the  Divine  commands,  iii.  35, 
ix.  43-50,  x.  9 ;  self-sacrifice,  ix.  35,  x.  41 ;  a 
forgiving  spirit,  xi.  25;  purity  of  worship, 
xi.  17  ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  to  denounce 
the  supreme  wickedness  of  hypocrisy,  xii.  40. 

2.  As  a  practical  benefactor : 

To  man's  spiritual  nature,  ii.  5 ;  to  man's  mind, 
i.  25,  39  ;  iii.  11 ;  v.  2-17  ;  vii.  29, 30 ;  ix.  25 ; 
to  man's  body,  i.  30,  32,  34,  42;  ii.  11,  12; 
iii.  5,  10;  v.  25-34,  41,  42;  vi.  34;  viii.  2, 
23-25;  x.  52. 

3.  As  a  religious  leader : 

Primarily  to  the  Jews,  vii.   27,  28;  but  ulti- 
mately to  all  mankind,  xiii.  10,  xiv.  9. 
a.  To  inaugurate  a  new  condition  of  things, 
ii.  21,  22,  in  which  the  superiority  of 
spiritual  things  over  temporal  should  be 
emphasised,  vii.  15-23,  viii.  34-38.     The 
tidings  of  this  new  condition  of  things 
is  called  good   news  of  God,  i.  14,  or 
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the  approach  of  God's  Kingdom,  i.  15; 
ix.  1,  47;  x.  15,  23,  24,  25;  xii.  34; 
xiv.  25;  xv.  43.  This  Kingdom  is 
realised  in  the  complete  dominion 
of  God  over  the  human  heart,  xii. 
32-34,  which  is  a  mystery  revealed 
only  to  the  faithful,  iv.  11,  12,  with 
an  ultimate  view  to  a  complete  re- 
velation, iv.  21-23;  it  comes  through 
a  word  spoken,  which  must  be  received 
and  acted  upon,  iv.  14-20 ;  it  has  but  a 
small  beginning  yet  is  destined  to  grow 
to  an  unparalleled  extent,  iv.  26-32. 
@.  To  train  certain  individuals  to  carry  on 
His  work,  i.  17,  20,  iii.  14-19,  vi.  7-13; 
who  were  to  be  united  with  Him  in  the 
closest  association,  sharers  in  His  very 
Body  and  Blood,  and  ultimately  to  be 
partakers  with  Him  of  the  full  fruition 
of  the  joys  of  the  Kingdom,  xiv.  22-25. 
B.  The  predicted  course  of  the  Mission  of  Jesus 
Christ  after  His  earthly  life  was  finished. 

1.  The  Baptist's  prediction  that  He  should  baptize 

with  the  Holy  Ghost  seems  to  belong  to  this 
class,  i.  8;  cf.  xiii.  11.  His  ministry  should 
result  in  the  inspiration  of  His  followers. 

2.  In  some  sense  He  should  save  His  followers 

from  death,  and  this  in  some  way  by  virtue  of 
His  own  death,  x.  45,  xiv.  24,  xv.  31. 
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3.  The  good  news  which  He  brought  should  be 

carried  to  all  nations,  xiii.  10. 

4.  In  carrying  it  His  followers  should  encounter 

tremendous  opposition,  xiii.  9-13. 

5.  Terrible  and  destructive  events  should  happen 

in  the  world,  xiii.  2,  8,  12,  14-20. 

6.  But  in  the  end  He  should  appear  from  heaven 

in  glory,  to  gather  out  of  all  nations  His  elect, 
i.e.  those  who  should  have  received  His  good 
news,  viii.  38 ;  xiii.  26,  27  ;  xiv.  62. 

7.  These  events  preceding  His  coming  should  take 

place  within  the  lifetime  of  that  generation, 
xiii.  30  ;  but  the  time  of  the  completion  of 
them  is  an  unrevealed  mystery,  xiii.  32,  33. 

III.  EFFECTS  OF  THE  EARTHLY  MINISTRY  OF 
JESUS  CHRIST 

1.  Of  His  mighty  works. 

Beholders  are  astounded,  i.  27,  ii.  12,  iv.  41, 
v.  20,  42 ;  and  are  moved  to  bring  their  sick 
to  Him,  or  Him  to  their  sick,  ii.  3,  4 ; 
v.  22,  23;  vi.  54-56;  vii.  25-28,  32;  viii.  22; 
ix,  17 ;  x.  52.  Some  are  convinced  of  His 
power  to  heal  themselves  or  others,  i.  40 ;  ii.  5  ; 
Hi.  11;  v.  23,  26;  vi.  56;  vii.  26,  32;  viii.  22; 
ix.  24 ;  x.  51 ;  and  the  measure  of  their  faith 
is  the  measure  of  the  blessings  received,  v.  34, 
vi.  5,  ix.  23. 

i 
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2.  Of  His  teaching. 

General  amazement  at  its  novelty  and  authority, 
i.  22,  xi.  18.  Multitudes  flocked  together  to 
hear  Him,  i.  37,  45;  ii.  2,  13;  iii.  7,  8,  20; 
iv.  1  ;  v.  21 ;  vi.  33;  viii.  1,  3;  x,  1. 

3.  Of  His  work  as  a  whole. 

His  fame  spread  far  and  wide,  i,  37,  45;  ii.  2; 
iii.  7,  8,  20 ;  iv.  1 ;  v.  20,  21 ;  vi.  14,  33,  55  ; 
vii.  1,  2,  24,  36;  viii.  1,  25;  ix.  14,  38; 
x.  46,  47 ;  xi.  8-10.  The  outcast  classes  were 
especially  attracted,  ii.  15.  Some  forsook  all 
they  had  to  follow  Him,  i.  18,  20;  ii.  24. 
Nevertheless,  even  His  own  disciples  at  times 
failed  to  apprehend  His  meaning,  viii.  16, 
ix.  32 ;  and  His  relatives,  on  one  occasion 
at  least,  believed  Him  mad,  iii.  21.  The 
opposition  of  the  religious  and  political  leaders 
of  the  nation  was  aroused,  ii.  6,  7,  16, 
17,  24;  iii.  2,  6,  22;  vi.  2;  vii.  1-13;  viii. 
11-13;  x.  2;  xi.  18,  27-33;  xii.  13-18;  xiv.  1, 
10,  11,  55;  xv.  2;  and  the  agitation  set  on 
foot  by  them  at  last  became  powerful  enough 
to  convince  the  Roman  governor  that  the 
sacrifice  of  His  life  was  necessary  for  the 
preservation  of  the  public  peace,  xv.  15. 

The  second 

Gospel  not  .  . 

written  It  is  evident  as  the  anatysis  proceeds  that  the  second 

with  dog-    GOSpei  was  not  written  in  order  to  base  any  series  of 

matic  *- 

intention,    dogmatic  propositions  regarding  the  Person  and  Work 
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of  our  Lord  on  the  facts  related.1  Conclusions  of  this 
nature  which  might  be  deduced  from  it,  are  too  vague 
and  incomplete  to  have  served  as  the  'motif  of  the 
work.  And  yet  if  a  thoughtful  reader,  unacquainted  Yet  pro- 


with  Christianity  save  through  the  Marcan  tradition,  Joret^eas 
were  to  attempt  to  reduce  to  coherent  form  the  ideas  Catholic 

-f*     *4-l-i 

respecting  Jesus  of  Nazareth  conveyed  to  him  therein, 
he  would  undoubtedly  build  up  for  himself  a  consider- 
able part  of  that  great  structure  known  as  the  creed  of 
the  Catholic  Church.  He  would  have  before  his  mind's 
eye  a  Person  most  certainly  unique,  in  some  sense 
divine,  and  yet  most  truly  human,  albeit  the  sense  in 
which  He  was  uniquely  the  Son  of  God  he  would  be 
very  far  from  being  able  to  explain.  That  this  unique 
Person  suffered  under  Pontius  Pilate,  was  crucified, 
dead  and  buried,  that  He  rose  again,  and  that  He  shall 
come  at  the  end  of  the  world  as  a  King  in  heavenly 
glory,  our  reader  would  find  explicitly  stated  in  the 
second  Gospel.  On  those  articles  of  the  Christian  Articles  of 
Creed  which  affirm  that  our  Lord  was  conceived  ofth^,Cr(;ed 

without 

the  Holy  Ghost,  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  that  He  positive 
descended  into  hell,  and  that  He  ascended  into  heaven, 


the  original  Gospel  of  St.  Mark  as  it  has  come  down  to  Marcan 

tradition. 

1  The  Rev.  T.  A.  Lacey  suggests  that  the  publishing  of  the  Marcan 
tradition  was  a  reaction  against  a  tendency,  springing  out  of  Pauline 
teaching,  to  refuse  to  recognise  our  Lord's  'human  limitations  —  the 
tendency  to  convert  the  Incarnation  into  a  pure  Theophany  '  (The 
Historic  Christ,  p.  61).  The  second  Gospel,  however,  shows  no  signs 
of  having  been  written  with  a  polemic  tendency,  as  does,  for  example, 
that  of  St.  John  (cf.  John  xx.  30,  31). 
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us  is  silent.  The  first  two  of  these  articles  may,  of 
course,  be  absent  because  they  were  not  known  to  the 
writer.  Nevertheless,  it  is  at  least  as  likely  that  he 
does  not  mention  them  because  they  do  not  come 
within  the  purview  of  his  work,  which  was  to  give 
St.  Peter's  reminiscences  of  our  Lord's  ministry,  not  to 
Yet  there  narrate  the  story  of  His  life.  It  is  remarkable  in  this 
Bu^ortfor  connecti°n  tnat  while  the  first  and  third  Gospels,  to 
the  virgin  which  we  are  indebted  for  the  story  of  the  Virgin  Birth, 
contain  several  expressions  which,  considered  in  them- 
selves, are  difficult  to  reconcile  with  it,  St.  Mark's 
Gospel  is  absolutely  free  from  anything  of  the  kind. 
There  is  no  mention  whatever  of  an  earthly  Father. 
Even  the  murmurers  in  Nazareth  do  not  say,  as  in  the 
first  Gospel,  '  Is  not  this  the  carpenter's  son  ? '  (Matt, 
xiii.  55),  but  '  Is  not  this  the  carpenter  ? '  (Mark  vi.  3). 
In  the  face  of  this  fact,  it  is  difficult  to  believe  that  the 
story  of  the  Virgin  Birth  is  a  development  of  later  date 
than  St.  Mark's  Gospel,  and  unknown  to  the  writer 
of  it.1 

Post-resur-      As  regards  the  two  last  articles,  in  view  of  the  fact 
rectionap-  generally  admitted  by  scholars  that  the  genuine  St. 

pearances 

and  the       Mark  as  we  now  have  it  is  a  fragment  broken  off  at  the 

3n>   eighth  verse  of  the  sixteenth  chapter,  the  absence  of 

accounts  of  post-resurrection  appearances,   or  of  the 

Ascension  of  our  Lord,  is  no  argument  for  or  against  the 

inclusion   of  these   topics  in   the   original   document. 

1  See  St.    Mark's    Witness  to  the   Virgin  Birth,  by  the   Rev.   V. 
M'Nabb,  /.  T.  S.,  vol.  viii.,  No.  31,  p.  448. 
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There  are,  however,  as  has  been  stated  already,  certain 
indications  that  an  appearance  of  the  Risen  Lord  in 
Galilee  formed  part  of  the  Evangelist's  scheme  of 
narration.  Again,  as  regards  the  Ascension,  although 
there  is  no  indication  of  the  actual  inclusion  of  it  in 
the  original  St.  Mark,  that  the  Evangelist  believed  in 
such  an  event  seems  evident  from  his  recording  those 
sayings  of  our  Lord  which  bear  upon  His  second 
coming,  viii.  38,  xiii.  26,  27,  xiv.  62. 

The  descent  into  Hades  is  thus  the  only  article  in  Descent 
the  Christology  of  the  Apostles'  Creed  absolutely  without u 
support  of  any  kind  in  the  Marcan  tradition. 

The  belief  of  a  writer,  and  the  truth  of  that  in  which  Probability 
he  believes,  are  of  course  quite  distinct  things.     In  the  °° the  truth 
case  of  the  earliest  written  Gospel  it  is  difficult  to  demon-  of  the 
strate  the  truth  of  what  is  narrated  from  the  very  fact  tradition. 
that  it  is  the  earliest  Gospel.     There  is  obvious  lack  of 
corroborative   testimony.      Yet   though   demonstrative 
proof  may  be  wanting  for  this,  as  for  other  matters  of 
belief,  which  in  fact  the  human  race  could  not,  without 
great  and  obvious  loss,  afford  to  disbelieve,  indications 
are  not  wanting  which  throw  the  weight  of  probability 
strongly  on  the  side  of  the  credibility  of  the  Marcan  tradi- 
tion.   Probability  is,  as  in  Bishop  Butler's  days,  the  guide 
of  life.     In  the  Marcan  tradition  we  find  that  aspect  of 
the  ministry  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  which,  the  earliest 
to  present  itself  in  written  form  to  the  eyes  of  those 
who  had  companied  with  Him  during  the  days  of  His 
Flesh,  so  successfully  passed  that  test  as  to  be  accepted 
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by  the  Church  for  one  of  the  four  authentic  records  of 
her  Founder's  words  and  works.  To  one  who  adequately 
considers  the  character  of  the  record,  of  the  faith 
built  upon  what  it  asserts,  and  of  the  history  of  the 
Church,  the  beginnings  of  the  foundation  of  which  it  is 
the  earliest  to  relate,  probability  will  assuredly  seem  to 
be  overwhelmingly  in  its  favour. 
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A  CLASSIFICATION   OF  VERSES   OF  ST.  MARK'S  GOSPEL  REPRO- 
DUCED WHOLLY  OR  IN  PART  IN  THE  OTHER  SYNOPTICS 

K.—In  St.  Matthew. 

I.  Verses  of  St.  Mark   reproduced   almost,  if   not  quite, 
word  for  word  in  St.  Matthew. 

1.  Mainly  narrative :— i.  3,  5-8,  10,  11,  16,  18,  19,  22, 

41,  42,  44  ;  ii.  5,  14,  15,  24 ;  iii.  12,  18 ;  v.  25,  27 ; 
vi.  3,  17,  28,  34,  42,  49,  50;  vii.  28;  viii.  8,  9,  29; 
ix.  2,  4,  5,  7,  11  ;  x.  2,  13,  26,  28;  xi.  1,  9,  15,  22, 
28,  31,  32;  xii.  18,  23;  xiv.  19,  26,  29,  32,  37a, 
39,  44-47,  50,  53,  55,  63,  70,  72  ;  xv.  2,  19,  20, 
27-33,  35-38,  40. 

2.  Mainly  discourse:—!.  17;  ii.  10,  11,  17,  20,  22,  27; 

iii.  4,  27,  35;  iv.  3-6,  11,  12,  14,  17,  25;  vi.  10; 
vii.  6,  7,  10,  11,  15,  20,  21;  viii.  2,  5,  33-37;  ix. 
19,  37,  42,  43,  47;  x.  3,  6-9,  11,  14,  15,  19,  21,  24, 
27,  31,  33,  40,  42-45;  xi.  17,  24,  29,  335;  xii. 
1,  7-11,  15,  17,  24,  25,  36,  37,  39;  xiii.  5-8,  10, 
13-22,  24-32;  xiv.  9,  18,  21-25,  27,  28,  30,  34,  37J, 
38,  42,  48. 

II.  Verses  so  far  reproduced  in  St.  Matthew  as  to  leave 
no  doubt  that  they  were  derived  from  St.  Mark. 

1.  Mainly  narrative  :—i.  9,  13,  14,  31,  32,  40;  ii.  12, 
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16,  18,  23;  iii.  1,  2,  6-8,  16,  19,  20,  32,  33;  iv.  1, 
37,  3840;  v.  1,  2,  11,  12,  13,  14,  17,  23,  26  ;  vi.  2, 
6,  7,  14,  16,  18,  19,  22,  26,  29,  32,  33,  35,  36,  39, 
41,  43-46,  48,  51,  53,  56;  vii.  5;  viii.  4,  6,  7,  11, 

13,  16,  27,  28,  32  ;  ix.  28,  36;   x.  1,  4,  16,  17,  20, 
22,  32,  36,  37,  41,  47,  48,  51 ;  xi.  7,  8,  13,  19,  20, 
21;  xii.  12,  13,  14,  16,   19,  20,  22,  28;  xiii.  3,  4; 
xiv.  1-3,  5,  11,  12,  16,  31,  33,  35,  40,  43,  54,  58,  60, 
61,  64,  65,  68,  69,  71 ;  xv.  1,  3-6,  9,  10,  14-18,  21, 

22,  24,  26,  39,  41,  43,  46 ;  xvi.  6,  7. 

2.  Mainly  discourse : — i.  15;  ii.  9,  19,  21,  25;  iii.  28; 
iv.  7-9,  16,  18-21,  24,  31,  32;  vi.  8,  9,  11;  vii.  9,  13, 

14,  18,  19,  22,  23,  27;  viii.  3,  15,  17,  19,  20,  31; 
ix.  1,  12,  13,  31,  41  ;  x.  5,   18,  23,  29,  38,  39;  xi. 
2,  3,  14,  23;  xii.  2-4,  6,  26,  27,  30,  31,  35;  xiii.  2, 

23,  35;  xiv.  6-8,  14,  20,  36,  41,  49,  62. 

III.  Verses  so  far  reproduced  in  St.  Matthew  as  to  make 
it  probable  that  they  are  derived  from  St.  Mark. 

1.  Mainly  narrative  :— i.  4,  30,  34,  39  ;   ii.  3,  6,  7  ;  iii. 

5,  21,  31,  32;  iv.  2,  34,  35,  41;  v.  7,  24,  30,  38, 
39a,  40,  41  ;  vi.  1,  4,  5,  8,  21,  25,  37,  38,  47,  54, 
55;  vii.  1,  2,  4 ;  viii.  10,  12,  14,  30  ;  ix.  3,  8,  9,  17, 

22,  33;  x.  35,  46,  49;  xi.  6,   10,   11,   27;  xii.   21, 
34;  xiii.  1;  xiv.  4,   10,  56,   66,   67;  xv.   7,  11-13, 

23,  42,  47 ;  xvi.  1,  3,  8. 

2.  Mainly  discourse :— iii.  25,  26,  29;   iv.   15,   23,   34, 

39S;  vi.  5;  viii.  18,  38;  ix.  45,  50;  x.  12,  30,  34, 
52;  xi.  25;  xii.  5,  29,  38:  xiii.  9,  34;  xiv.  13. 

IV.  Where  the  resemblance  between  the  verses  and  their 
parallels  in  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  are  insignificant. 

1.  Mainly  narrative :— i.  2,  12,  20;  ii.  1,  26;  iii.  9,  14, 
17,  22;  iv.  10,  33,  36;  v.  3,  4,  15,  16,  22,  32,  35, 
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36,  42;  vi.  16,  23,  24,  27;  vii.  17,  25,  26,  31,  32, 
33,  37  ;  viii.  1 ;  ix.  6,  14,  25,  26,  29,  30,  34;  x.  10; 
xi.  12,  IS ;  xv.  44,  45  ;  xvi.  2,  4.  5. 
2.  Mainly  discourse  :— ii.  8;  iii.  24;  iv.  13,  22,  26,  27, 
29,  30;  vii.  12,  29  ;  ix.  35  ;  xiii.  12,  33. 


B. — In  St.  Luke's  Gospel. 

I.  Verses  of  St.  Mark  reproduced  almost,  if  not  quite,  word 
for  word  in  St.  Luke. 

1.  Mainly  narrative  :—i.  3,  4,  7,  8,  11,  23,  24,  41,  42, 

44;  ii.  7,  14;  iii.  1,  2  ;  v.  1,11,14,  25,  35;  vi.  42; 
ix.  5,  7,  32,  38;  x.  13,  20,  48;  xi.  28,  31 ;  xii.  8, 
19,  23;  xiv.  72;  xv.  2,  33,  37,  43. 

2.  Mainly  discourse:—!.  25;  ii.  10,  11,  17,  20,  22,  27; 

iii.  4;  iv.  4,  9,  11,  24,  25;  v.  8,  36;  vi.  10;  viii. 
29,  31,  34,  35,  36;  ix.  37,  40;  x.  14,  15,  18,  19, 
21,  23,  24,  31,  34,  52  ;  xi.  2,  17,  29,  30,  336;  xii. 
3,  8,  9,  17,  25,  30,  36,  37-40,  44;  xiii.  8,  15,  17, 
29,  30,  31;  xiv.  13,  14,  15,  48. 

II.  Verses  so  far  reproduced  in  St.  Luke  as  to  leave  no 
doubt  that  they  are  derived  from  St.  Mark. 

1.  Mainly  narrative  :— i.  10,  12,  22,  27,  30,  32,  34,  35; 

ii.  5,  8,  12,  16,  23,  24;  iii.  7,  8,  16,  18,  19,  20,  32, 
35,  41 ;  v.  6,  7,  9,  10,  13,  15,  17,  18,  20,  22,  26,  31, 
33,  37,  40,  42,  43  ;  vi.  7,  15,  17,  30,  36,  41,  43,  44; 
viii.  28,  30  ;  ix.  2,  4,  18,  36 ;  x.  17,  26,  28,  47 ;  xi. 
1,  5,  6,  9,  18,  32,  33a;  xii.  12,  16,  20,  21,  22;  xiii. 
4;  xiv.  1,  11,  12,  16,  26,  47,  63,  65,  68,  69,  70; 
xv.  3,  14,  21,  24,  26,  31,  38,  41 ;  xvi.  2,  6. 

2.  Mainly  discourse :— ii.  8,  9,  19,  21,  25;  iv.   3,   6,   7, 

18,  19,  21,  22,  23,  30;  v.  19,  34,  39;  vi.  8,  9,  11; 
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viii.  38  ;  ix.  1, 19,  31,  39,  42,  50;  x.  27,  30,  33,  42, 
43;  xi.  3;  xii.  1,  2,  7,  10,  26,  27,  31,  35,  42,  43; 
xiii.  2,  5,  6,  7,  9,  13,  14,  16,  21,  25,  26,  28;  xiv. 
21-23,  25,  30,  36,  62. 

III.  Verses  so  far  reproduced  in  St.  Luke  as  to  make  it 
probable  that  they  are  derived  from  St.  Mark. 

1.  Mainly  narrative  :— i.  5,  26,  28,  29,  31,  39,  45  ;  ii.  4, 

6,  15,  18;  iii.  5,  22,  31,  34;  iv.  10,  37,  38,  39;  v. 
4,  12,  16,  23,  24,  29,  30,  39,  41  ;  vi.  4,  14,  33,  35, 
37,  38  ;  viii.  11,  12,  27  ;  ix.  3,  19,  20,  46  ;  x.  51 ; 
xi.  4,  7,  8,  15,  27  ;  xii.  4,  28,  34;  xiii.  3  ;  xiv.  10, 
43,  54,  55,  61,  71  ;  xv.  7,  13,  15,  22,  27,  30,  46,  47 ; 
xvi.  1,  3. 

2.  Mainly  discourse :— iii.  24,  26;  iv.  5,  8,  12,  15,  16, 

20,  32  ;  vi.  5  ;  x.  12,  29 ;  xi.  22  ;  xii.  4,  6,  15,  41 ; 
xiii.  11,  12,  35,  36  ;  xiv.  18,  38,  49. 

IV.  Where  the  resemblance  between  the  verses  and  their 
parallels  in  St.  Luke  are  insignificant. 

1.  Mainly  narrative  :— i.  2,  9,  12,  14,  16,  19,  21,  36,  37  ; 

ii.  3,  13,  26;  iii.  9,  10,  13,  14,  17,  21,  30,  33;  iv. 
1,  2,  36,  40;  v.  2,  3,  21,  38;  vi.  1,  2,  3,  6,  12,  13, 

31,  32,  34,  39,  40;  viii.  29a;  ix.  6,  8,  9,  14,  18, 
25,  33,  34 ;  x.  1,  22,  32,  35,  49 ;  xi.  10,  19 ;  xii.  13 ; 
xiii.  6 ;  xiv.  29,  35,  37a,  45,  46,  64,  66,  67 ;  xv.  1, 
4,  5,  9,  11,  12,  17,  20,  28,  29,  32,  36,  39;  xvi.  4,  5, 
7,8. 

2.  Mainly  discourse :— i.  17,  18,  38;  iii.  23,  25,  27,  28, 

29,  35;  iv.  13,  14,  17,  31;  viii.  15,  21;  ix.  35; 
x.  44,  45  ;  xi.  23,  24,  25 ;  xii.  5,  24,  29 ;  xiii.  24, 

32,  33,  37 ;  xiv.  24,  376. 
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ORDER  OF  INCIDENTS   IN  THE  SYNOPTIC   GOSPELS 

THIS  is  a  comparison  of  narratives  and  extended  discourses, 
not  of  short  or  isolated  sayings  of  our  Lord,  the  order  of 
which  is  much  more  varied  in  the  different  Gospels,  owing 
probably  to  the  influence  of  some  other  document  used  by 
the  compilers  of  the  first  and  third  Gospels. 


No.  of 

Section  of 
St.  Mark. 

St.  Matthew. 

St.  Mark. 

St.  Luke. 

Altera- 
tion in. 
St.  Matt. 

Altera- 
tion in 
St.  Luke. 

1 

iii.  1-12 

i.  1-8 

iii.  1-17 

2 

iii.  13-17 

i.  9-11 

iii.  21-22 

— 

— 

3 

iv.  1-11 

i.  12-13 

iv.  1-13 

— 

— 

4 

iv.  12,  17 

i.  14-15 

iv.  14,  15 

— 

— 

5 

iv.  18-22 

i.  16-20 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 



iv.  16-30 

— 

24 

— 

viii.  2-4 



— 

10 

— 

6 

Wanting 

i.  21-28 

iv.  31-37 

— 

— 

7 

viii.  14,  15          i.  29-31          iv.  38,  39 

— 

— 

8 

viii.  16                 i.  32-34 

iv.  40,  41 

— 

— 

9 

Wanting             i.  35-39 

iv.  42,  44 

— 

— 

— 

—                     — 

v.  1-11 



5 

10 

i.  40-45 

v.  12-16 

— 

— 

— 

viii.  23-27 



— 

21 

— 

— 

viii.  28-34 



— 

22 



11 

ix.  1-8 

ii.  1-12 

v.  17-26 

— 

— 

12 

ix.  9-13 

ii.  13-17 

v.  27-32 

— 

— 

13 

ix.  14-17 

ii.  18-22 

v.  33-39 

— 

— 

14 

— 

ii.  23-28 

vi.  1-5 

— 

— 

15 

— 

iii.  1-6 

vi.  6-11 

— 

— 

— 

ix.  18-26 

— 

— 

23 

— 

— 



— 

vi.  12-17 

— 

17 
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No.  of 
Section  of 
St.  Mark. 

St.  Matthew. 

St.  Mark. 

St.  Luke. 

Altera- 
tion in 
St.  Matt. 

Altera- 
tion in 
St.  Luke. 

16 

ix.  35-38 

iii.  7-12 

vi.  17-19 

17 

x.  1-5 

iii.  13-19 

— 

— 

— 

18 

— 

iii.  19-30 

— 

— 

— 

19 

— 

iii.  31-35 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

vii.  36-50 

— 

64(?) 

20* 

— 

iv.  1-34 

viii.  4-18 

— 

— 

— 

viii.  19-21 

— 

19 

21 

— 

iv.  35-41 

viii.  22-25 

— 

— 

22 

— 

v.  1-20 

viii.  26-39 

— 

— 

23 



v.  21-43 

viii.  40-56 

— 

— 

— 

x.  6-42 

— 

— 

25 

— 

— 

xii.  1-8 

— 

— 

14 

— 

— 

xii.  9-14 

— 

— 

15 

— 

— 

xii.  22-32 

— 

— 

18 

— 

— 

xii.  46-50 

— 

— 

19 

— 

— 

xiii.  1-52 

— 

— 

20 

— 

24 

xiii.  53-58 

vi.  1-6 

— 



— 

25 

— 

vi.  7-13           ix.  1-6 

— 

— 

26 

xiv.  1-3 

vi.  14-16         ix.  7-9 

— 

— 

27 

xiv.  4-12 

vi.  17-29         Wanting 

— 

— 

28 

xiv.  13-21 

vi.  30-44         ix.  10-17 

— 

— 

29 

xiv.  22-36 

vi.  45-56          Wanting 

— 

— 

30 

xv.  1-20 

vii.  1-23           Wanting 

— 

— 

31 

xv.  21-28 

vii.  24-30         Wanting 

— 

— 

32 

Wanting 

vii.  31-37         Wanting 

— 

— 

33 

xv.  32-39 

viii.  1-9 

Wanting 

— 

— 

34 

xv.  39  —  xvi.  4 

viii.  10-12 

t 

— 

— 

35 

xvi.  5-12 

viii.  13-21          Wanting 

— 

— 

36 

Wanting 

viii.  22-26 

Wanting 

— 

— 

37 

xvi.  13-28 

viii.  27  —  ix.  1 

ix.  18-27 

— 

— 

38 

xvii.  1-13 

ix.  2-13 

ix.  28-36 

— 

— 

39 

xvii.  14-21 

ix.  14-29         ix.  37-43 

— 

— 

40 

xvii.  22,  23 

ix.  30-32 

ix.  43-45 

— 

— 

41 

xviii.  1-5 

ix.  33-37 

ix.  46-48 

— 

— 

42 

Wanting 

ix.  38-40 

ix.  49,  50 

— 

— 

43 

xviii.  6-9 

ix.  41-50 

— 

— 

— 

44 

xix.  1-12 

x.  1-12 

Wanting 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

x.  25-28 

— 

58 

— 

— 

— 

xi.  14-26 

— 

18 

— 

— 

— 

xi.  29,  30 

— 

34(?) 

*  This  includes  a  section  of  discourse,  Mark  iv.  26-29,  without  parallel  in  the  other 
Synoptics. 
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No.  of 
Section  of 
St.  Mark. 

St.  Matthew. 

St.  Mark. 

St.  Luke. 

Altera- 
tion in 
St.  Matt. 

Altera- 
tion in 
St.  Luke. 

45 

xix.  13-15 

x.  13-16 

xviii.  15-17 

46 

xix.  16-30 

x.  17-31 

xviii.  18-30 

— 



47 

xx.  17-19 

x.  32-34 

xviii.  31-34  ! 

__ 

48 

xx.  20-23 

x.  35-40 

Wanting 

— 

49 

xx.  24-28 

x.  41-45 

— 

— 

— 

50 

xx.  29-34           x.  46-52 

xviii.  35-43 

— 

— 

51 

xxi.  1-11 

xi.  1-11 

xix.  29-38  ! 

— 

52  (a) 

— 

xi.  12-14 

Wanting 

— 

53 

xxi.  12-16 

xi.  15-18 

xix.  45-48 

— 

— 

52  (6) 

xxi.  17-22 

xi.  19-26 

Wanting 

52a  +  b 

— 

54 

xxi.  23-27 

xi.  27-33 

xx.  1-8 

— 

— 

55 

xxi.  33-46 

xii.  1-12 

xx.  9-19 

— 



56 

xxii.  15-22 

xii.  13-17 

xx.  22-26 

— 

— 

57 

xxii.  23-33 

xii.  18-27 

xx.  27-38 

— 

— 

58 

xxii.  34-40 

xii.  28-34 

— 

— 

— 

59 

xxii.  41-45 

xii.  35-37 

xx.  40-44 

— 

— 

60 

xxiii.  1-38 

xii.  38-40 

xx.  45-47 

— 

— 

61 

Wanting 

xii.  41-44 

xxi.  1-4 

— 

— 

62 

/'xxiv.  1  — 

XA  £* 

xiii.  1-37 

xxi.  5-38 

_ 

xxv.  46 

63 

xxvi.  1-5 

xiv.  1,  2 

xxii.  1,  2 

— 

64 

xxvi.  6-13 

xiv.  3-9 

Wanting 

— 

65 

xxvi.  14-16 

xiv.  10-11 

xxii.  3-6 

— 

66 

xxvi.  17-19 

xiv.  12-16 

xxii.  7-13           — 

— 

67 

xxvi.  20-25 

xiv.  17-21 

xxii.  21-23 

— 

68 

xxvi.  26-29 

xiv.  22-25 

—                 — 

— 



— 

— 

xxii.  24-27         — 

49 



— 

— 

xxii.  31-34 

70 

69 

xxvi.  30-32 

xiv.  26-28 

xxii.  39 

— 

70 

xxvi.  33-35 

xiv.  29-31 

—                 —             — 

71 

xxvi.  36-46 

xiv.  32-42 

xxii.  40-46 

72 

xxvi.  47-56 

xiv.  43-52 

xxii.  47-53                         — 

— 

— 

— 

xxii.  56-62 

75 

— 

— 

— 

xxii.  63-65 

74 

73 

xxvi.  57-66 

xiv.  53-64 

xxii.  66-71 

— 

74 

xxvi.  67-68 

xiv.  65 

—                 —       ,       

75 

xxvi.  69-75 

xiv.  66-72 

—                 — 

— 

76 

f  xxvii.  1,  2, 
\     11-16 

xv.  1-5 

xxiii.  1-5 

— 

77 

xxvii.  15-26 

xv.  6-15 

xxiii.  13-25  ( 

— 

78 

xxvii.  27-31 

xv.  16-20 

Wanting 

— 

79 

xxvii.  31-32        xv.  20,  21 

xxiii.  26 

80 

xxvii.  33              xv.  22 

xxiii.  33 

i 
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No.  of 

Section  of 
St.  Mark. 

St.  Matthew. 

St.  Mark. 

St.  Luke. 

Altera- 
tion in 
St.  Matt. 

Altera- 
tion in 
St.  Luke. 

81 

xxvii.  34 

xv.  23 

— 

— 

— 

xxiii.  33 

— 

84 

82 

xxvii.  35 

xv.  24 

xxiii.  34 

— 



— 

— 

— 

xxiii.  35 

— 

85' 

— 

— 

— 

xxiii.  36,  37 

— 

81 

83 

xxvii.  36,  37 

xv.  25,  26 

xxiii.  38 

— 

— 

84 

xxvii.  38 

xv.  27 

— 

_ 

.  —  . 

85 

xxvii.  39-44 

xv.  29-32 

— 





86 

xxvii.  45 

xv.  33 

xxiii.  44 

— 

— 

87 

xxvii.  46-49 

xv.  34-36 

Wanting 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

xxiii.  45 

— 

89 

88 

xxvii.  50 

xv.  37 

xxiii.  46 

— 

— 

89 

xxvii.  51 

xv.  38 

— 

— 

— 

90 

xxvii.  54-56      xv.  39-41 

xxiii.  47-49 





91 

xxviii.  57-61  j   xv.  42-47 

xxiii.  50-55 

— 

— 

92 

xxviii.  1-8         xvi.  1-8 

xxiv.  1-11 

— 

— 
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